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Participation in outdoor retreation\ in Canada has
been growing at. an unprecedented rate during*the'postwar
years. Using national- parks attendance figures as a guideline,
X ’attendance measures are rising annually^at a ,rate ofr nineteen 
per cent (l9^)^and one hundred -twenty-five per cent (125/0 
per decade (Eryan., 1972: ' 248); As these attendance figure.s 
continue to rise, for the present unabated, national <qs well 
as other pa'irk facilities at virtually all levelg appear hard-
pressed .to keep pace with t h £  growing demands placed on them.
*  '  -
Crowding conditions occur which limit the satisfaction of the. 
user as well as destroying the resQurce itself through supra— 
optimal usage. " These conditions t^end to drive away £he very 
people for whom public outdoor recreation fabilities are
provided. It is therefore•imperative that( research in the
: ^ '.field of outdoor recreation remain abreast of current trends
. and pa1?fcerns. of recreation demand through empirical- analysis.
The main .objectives of empirical analysis in outdoor 
recreation literature are two-fold: *(l) to Jldd to the
accumulation of knowledge t h o u g h  summary statistics, arid 
H (2 ) to improve planning methodologies by making theoretical 
models operational. (Cicchetti, 1972: 90). Knetsch (1972:
429) and>Cicchett£ (1973: 7) separate empirical studies
within outdoor recreation into three broad areas* site- 
specific recreation j area models, site—sppcific user recreation' 
models and population-specific models. - <
■— Site—specific recreation area models deal with the 
derivation of demand functions for specific sites i.e. deter­
mining use responses'to different price levels. (Knetsch*
A
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1972: 429)* These user-response-price levels are then, used
to measure economic benefits of any proposed recreation 
facility by measuring the time and income savings -that .the 
potential_users of that facility would receive (Cicchetti,
1972: 90). Clawson (1959),MKnetsch (1963), Pearse (1968),
Cesario and Knetsch (1970), Kalter and Gosse (1970), Cesario 
(1969), Cheung (1972) are among the many -contributors to this 
approach^
. . Site-specific user recreation models (on—site studies)
. ^  *analyze recreation behaviour, of persons who engdge in an * -
activity or activities at a given site (Ferris, 1*963: 444.)* . ’
These types of studies provide valuable information to the 
recreation manager in the field *as well as ‘the central 
recreation .planner that will enable them to plan new facilities 
v and additions to meet the demands and needs of present reere— 
ation users. (Cicchetti, 1972: 98). Such authors as Burch
and Wenger, Davis (1967), Hendee, Cotton, Maij^bw and Brockman, 
Lucas (1964), • Stankey (1971), Jubenville (1971), Van Doren ^
I S '  •and Len^nek (1969) have added considerable- knowledge to
* ' * > area ^f outdoor recreation literature. • *
The population—specific approach is generally
concerned v^Lth the recreational habits of individuals or
groups of individual/ within an entire population,, irrespective
' o^recreation sjite. The information received offers reasons
.for non-participation as well as the activities engaged in
and frequency of participation. These studies usually attempt
to relate differences in participation rates in outdoor -
H . / . .rpcreation activities among populations to various socio­
economic and demographic factors.' (Proctor, 1960j ORRRC,
1
/
  - 2 -  • ’ - ______
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission
/ ; ’ ' ‘
1962; and MiieM-er, and Guninj 1962).' Cicchetti .'(1-972, 9 0 ;
, " ' ‘ ■ ■ • •» •*1973, 12) states that due to the requirement of large sample' ' V . • • -r - . y. . t
* • « •. • rsizes, there have been few attempt^ at data•gathering. Only. . 
a small number of studies have* been based, upon the large ,,
4 > *samples that havG been collected. -Ferris (1963: '.-4'46) is 
of the opinion that the potential contribution of.these 
studies is great rvhen the sample reflects a significant part 
of the total population. The population-specific 'modelling , •f\ . V * ’ ’
approach.is the spatial framework utilized in this.study., _ !
' . Within the population—specific 'approach, little'P . ** * • • . " . . attention has been given to detailed analysis .of single
activities, frequency of participation and' participants^ them-.
selves.. It is therefore the'purpose of this study- (a) to
. analyze the 'extent to which certain subaggregate groups' of .
sampled .outdoor recreation participants account for total.
participation in each of" eighteen (18) outdoor recrfeation. L/ i ‘
activities (-contingent upon frequency of participation 
measures.) | (b) to determine if jthese subaggregafe groups.
. _ k j * 'I: , . *■wi-fchin each, outdoor recreation activity possess distinctive ♦ * ^
socioeconomic and demographic ̂ characteristics. and (c) to. 
ascertain if ^ubaggregate group characteristics vary between 
activities according to socioeconomic and demographic 
'characteristics.- • *  ‘ N , '
' By analyzing participation in outdoor .recreation in 
this manner, this study hopes to (a) add .to- empirical, knpwledge 
in re.creation research; (b) offer^a basis upon which future . 
-modelling techniques may be constructed and. (c) open new '
. avenues of .approach in the ared bf participation and derttand 
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Scope and Objectives ' ' -
\  • .
This study j_ntends‘to examine participat iorf by a
sample of Canadian households in eighteen outdoor recreational'
y  ' j ?  i ■activities over a yearly period. The^eighteen activities
include various types of .camping (tent, trailer and pickup),
winter outdoor activities (ice skating^ skiing, snowmobil'ing) ,
water-oriedted activiti^j^ (-power-boating, canoeing, "sailing,
-fishing),’ ’’ubiquitous" activities (driving for pleasure,
sightseeing," picnics, bicycling) as well as miscellaneous
activities (hunting^ visiting a historic site, -horseback
riding). The participants in these activities (refer to
Table 1) are p<irt of a national sample of Canadian households
undertaken in 1^72 by the National Parks Branch. • The sample
also includes those,persons who did not participate in some
’ * -
or all. of .the activities mentioned above.
the variables ©f participation in the eighteen outdoo 
recreational activities'-considered to be of importance to' ’’ 
this study are the frequency of participation by individuals 
in each activity and the actualLnumber of participants i.q 
each activity. As well as the variables of participation,
fourteen (14) socioeconomic and demographic ^background
* /  characteristics of the outdoor recreation participants are
examined. These >£fcaracteristics Include" age, sex, marital
status, city size, income, occupation, education, family
cycle, etc. (refer to_ Table 1).
The, general procedure of the study is to segment
7outdoor re creation participants ̂ into decile, groups within
\  ‘ , * ■ 
each activity according to frequency of participation. Each
-4-
/
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TABLE 1
VARIABLES UTILIZED WITHIN THE 
FRAMEWORK OF THIS STUDY
SOCIOECONOMIC>
- ACTIVITY
1 province of Interview • 15 Tent Camping
•2 Community Size 16 Trailer Camping
3 Sex of Respondent 17 Pickup Camping
' 4 Total Number in Household 18 Hunting
5 Are Tti^re Children Uhder Age 5 19- Power Boating .
In The Household? 20 Canoeing
6 . Are There Children Ages 5 - 1 2 21 Sailing,
■ In the HouseJiold? 22 Visiting Historic Sites
7 Are There Children Ages 13 — 17 23 Driving For Pleasure
In The Household? 24 Sightseeing
8- Total Number of Children Under 2 5 Snowskiing
Age 18 At Home 26 Snowmobiling
9 Marital Status of Respondent 27 Picnicking
10 Occupation of Respondent 28 Walking or Hiking
11 Level of Schooling Reached 29 Ice Skating
12 Age Group of Respondent 30 Horseback Riding
U Income Group of Head of Household 31 Bicycling
14 Observed Socioeconomic Level - 32 Fishing
- 5 -  /
r
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4. N- decile group within a given activity accounts for a certain 
^ percentage of the total participation. The decile'-group 
accounting for the majority of the recreation participation 
is chosen by empirical means.' The socioeconomic and demo­
graphic variables of the participants in this decile group, 
as well as the other decile groups are examined.
It is the objective of this study: (a) to define
f minority groups^f recreationists who account for a majority 
of total recreafedt)Vi participation (minority/heavy-users);
(b) to determine if these minority groups exist within each 
outdoor recreation activity considered; (c) to identify the 
minority groups of heavy users by means of socioeconomic and 
demographic variables. ^
*
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CHAPTER 1 . ,
REVIEW OF LITERATURE ' *
' “  T ~  'Within recreation* research, three types of outdoor 
recreation modelling approaches exist: (a) the site-specific;
(b) the site-specific user and (c) the population-specific 
or reduced— format model. (Cicchetti, 1972, 1973; Knetsch,
1972; Burdge and Field, 1972). The modelling approach used 
within this ^5tud,y is the population-specific or- reduced- 
format model. The data from this particular approach offer 
general trends and patterns concerning the recreation 
population usually on a national scale. Cicchetti (1972) 
and Ferris (1963) claim that the most useful data for outdoor 
recreation research is derived from this type of sampling 
procedure. The problem with this type of approach concerns 
the general lack of national samples due to the expense and 
time involved. *
*In 1962 the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review
i.
Commission (ORRRC), set up by the Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation collected and reported on a 
national sample carried out in I960. Several study reports 
(22 in all) emanated from the collection of about 4>000 
questionnaires. This national sample was again carried out 
in 1965 and 1970. In 1967, Dr.* Jack L. Knetsch, an economist 
with Resources for the Future and consultant to the National 
Parks Branch, Department of Indian- Affairs and •ikfrthern 
Development, aided in the birth of the first national 
Canadian sample, undertaken in the same year.. National 
recreation samples in Canada have been carried out yearly
-7-
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since their inception in. 1967. The latest and most sophisti­
cated sample, "CORDS 19728m ” (Canadian Outdoor Recreation 
Dempnd Survey), consists of 3'j956 cases and lists variables 
concerning participation a n d .non-participation in IS outdoor 
recreation activities, reasons for non-participation, 
frequency of participation (in continuous discrete rather 
than'aggregate form), participation at each of the national 
parks and- historic sites by each participant, as well as 
socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of all sampled 
individuals. As a result of these national studies, research 
■‘■in . outdoor recreation, especially with the "consumption" 
school of recreation demand has increased dramatically.
Oi^door recreation demand is/generally divided into 
two schools of thought: the "purist" economic school repre­
sented by ClaWson' and Knetsch, and the "consumption" school.
^*Thtf^meaning of detmand in the econoinic^s^nse is the schedule ■
of quantities that will be taken at different prices. (Long,
and Barron: 1969‘, 128). The main problem with this approach
is that public recreation facilities'1 are usually, provided at
minimal or zero prices so that there exists no pricing
mecKanism in the demand schedule. (Cesario and Knetsch,
1970; Long and Barron, 1969; Dauite, 1963; Fulcher and
Burton, 1968; Gosse and Kalter, 1970; Kalter and Gosse ,v
1970; Knetsch, 1969; Knetsch, 1963; Knetsch, 1972; Kuehn- * •
and Brewer, 1968; McLellan and Medrich, 1963; Merewitz, 1966; 
Norton, 1970; etc.) Economists have attempted to devise 
demand schedules in. outdoor* recreation by using travel and 
related costs as a surrogat\?_for the price mechanism (Clawson 
and Knetsch, 1966). This surrogate pricing approach is
- 8 -
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generally unfeasible due to the difficulty in rationalizing
the surrogate price approach in theory, in attempting^to
actually accumulate data on travel costs, and. also attempting
to ascertain, which travel costs to include . OtPfer economists
use a "willingness to pay" function«as the surrogate price
within the demand equation. This approach relates "what an
individual would be willing to pay to use the resources
rath<?r than to go without the resource services" (Cesario
and Knetsch, 1970; Burt and Marglen, 1962; Merewitz, 1966). ,
This pricing surrogate within recreation demand was primarily
brought about due to the interest in cost-benefit analysis
•- and is used to approximate benefit measures for public parks,
(Cesario and Knetsch, 1970; Fulcher and Burton, 1968; Knetsch
* >
1969; Kalter and -Gosse, 1970; Long and Barron, 1969; Merewitz
1966; .Norton, 1970; Pearse, 1968; Sickler, 1968; Trice and
Wood, 1958; Wennergren and Fullerton, 1972). Unfortunately
<*hat an individual indicates as his willingness and what he
actually does may bq^j^ntirely different decisions. According
to Lowenthall and Riel (1967: 206), "stated preferences and
verbal judgements about hypothetical situations are ^ften
anged when reality is 1
f the purist economic
schoolvof thought within outdoor recreation are evident. A
second approach in determining recreation "demand" is the..
"consumption" m e t h o d ^ ^
^ The secoiid approach treats participation as a
consumption process dependent more upon the socioeconomic
and-demographic characteristics of the population. Due to
the economic difficulties in attempting to* relate price
-9- r
known to be reversed or radically c 
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and quantity in demand schedules, the second approach has. 
been the more popular. In this particular approach, partici—
t tpation within a^given activity or’ set of activities may be 
the result or re'flection of an individual’s preferences, 
tastes or habits. The primary implication is that these 
participation preferences are in part, if not entirely a 
function of one's socioeconomic and/or life style. (Romsa, 
1974: 5)* These socioeconomic and demographic variables arc.
used as "indicators" of a more abstract concept which is 
difficult to opera*tionalize and measure — namely socio—
I •
economic status and life style. (Bi^nck, 1963: 55) • A
large number of studies have attempted to isolate and explain 
these key socioeconomic and demographic variables as indicators 
of participation in outdoor recreation.
Sociologists in their attempts to explain leisure 
activity have used occupational prestige as a predictor for 
leisure activity. (Burdge,. 1965)* These sociologists 
include Bishop, 1970; Burch, 1969; Burdge, 1969; Cameron,
193 5; Clarke, 195*6; Cunningham, Montoye and Metzner, 1968,
1970; Defed, Schultz and Passewark, 1974; Etzkorn, 1964;
Gers-tl, 1961; Havighurst. and Fiegenbaum, • 1959; Reiss, 1961; 
'Reissman, 1961; Stern and Noe; 1973; Thomas, 1956; Whiter 
1955; et cetera. Other sociologists have stated that the . 
primary factor is age (Hoar, 1961), residence patterns 
(Hendricks, 1971), income (Mather, 1941), education, et cetera.
i
The sociological approach generally juses some single measurp 
of socioeconomic status as a predictor or causal indicator 
o£ a stated leisure pattern. The methodological weaknesses.
r
- 10-
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are apparent. Leisure , as well as recreation participation
cannot be explained simply by one single variable such as
* /occupation. (Sessoms, 1963)• Participation is a multi­
faceted phenomenon with various factors coming into play at
different- times to influence both the decision to recreate
and the activity o r ,set of activities chosen. (Romsa,
1974: 12). - v  ' r
Similarly sociologists have found differences between 
social classes and recreational activities. Certain recre- I
Jational activities associated with higher social class 
membership include fencing (Barber, 1957), squash (Kaplan,.
I960), golf (Clark, 1956; Reider, 1965; Burdge, 1969), sailing 
and water-skiing (Burdge, 1969), etc. (Morris, Passewark, 
and Schultz, 197-2: . 2 5). -
The sty.dy of socioeconomic and demographic indicators 
in outdoor recreation is related to several disciplines. 
Geographers, economists, as well as other social scientists 
use such variables as age, income, occupation, education,
' ' t
stage in family cycle, lodation of residence, sex, ethnicity, > 
size of community etc. as indicators of outdoor recreation'. 
patterns in "demand" analyses (Cicchetti, 1972; Burdge, 1969; 
Hendricks," 1971; Romsa, 1974; Sessoms, 1963; Proctor, I960; 
Mueller and Gurin, 1962; Ranken and Sinden, 1971; Vrancaft,
1970; et cetera).
Despite’the popularity of the "consumption1’ approach 
to recreation demand analysis, several deficiencies exist in 
the methodology and data collection. These deficiencies 
must be resolved if we are to gain further insight ihto outdoor
- 11-
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recreation behaviour. One of the restrictions of consumption 
studies is their areal restriction. WiOh the exception of a 
few population—specific studies introduced by ORRR.C and CORDS 
surveys, outdoor recreation research is generally'-~restiricted 
to the study of participation on a limited scaler^usually 
at a finite number of sites. 'Consequently^ socioeconomic 
parameters that are found to be.-atsociated with users at 
specif^e^sites are used-to' generalize for a given-, population, 
This obviously'is not a valid method of analyzing outdoor 
recreation participation (Romsa, 197 5; 4)» \
Furthermore, Cicchetti (1972) point^ out. that in 
many previous studies, frequency of "participation in activities 
is measured as an aggregate rather than a discrete continuous .•>i'
variable. Thus frequency of participation as a useful measure' 
of recreation participation is overlooked.
' Other researchers (Ferrds, 1970; Mercer, 1971) main­
tain that more emphasis must be placed upon factors which
* • • i ■ 1account for an individuals perception and subsequent 
/utilization of recreation opportunities. As perception is A
influenced by attitudes as well a s ,his experience and value
systems, a considerable variation in cognition may exist even
among fairly homogeneous socioeconomic groups (Romsa, 197 5;
S ' "  '6). For example-, the decision.to hunt or fish may be a
reflection of values obtained from early childhood experiences
rather than socioeconomic status (Sofranko and Nolap, 1972;
hYoesting and Burkhead, 1973)* In addition,’Field and O'Leary
(1973: 16 - 2 5.) as well as Burch (1969), Meyersohn (1969),\
Lee (1972), Yancey and Snell (1971) et cetera point out 
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occupation and education, in and of themselves fail to explain 
differences in frequency of participation. "It should be 
pointed out that failure of demand studies to explain differ­
ential pJkrt icipation among user groups is related to the fact 
that information is obtained only from participants. Relying 
solely Cipon social characteristics treated as aggregate » 
variables compounds the problem." (Field and 0*Leary ,^973: 
19)’* They maintain that failure of social aggregate variables 
to account for the variance of participation is due to the 
group nature of outdoor recreation. Following the lead ■ •
offered by Burch (1969)* Field and O'Leary include a social'
^ 4group variable which, according to their calculations appbars
to add a significant amount to the explainedpvariance of
outdoor recreation participation when used dn conjunction
'with social aggregate Variables. Further substantial
research into behavioural research within outdoor recreation
will determine if these substantial1 claims can be corroborated.
As is witnessed, previous outdoor recreation research
.is handicapped due to deficiences in national sample data,
the type of data collected and the" mediocre ability of the data
to explain participation. Modelling techniques based upon this
data using multivariate statistical techniques tend to spurn
in—depth studies of individual activities.- In addition, the
« .*■
identification of profile parameters which are utilized to 
predict or project demand is neglected. This study hopes to 
fill in the methodological.gap in present pQpulation-specific 
studies by offering aiji in-depth analysd^ of single activities
-13-
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using frequency of participation and singling out for 
identification socioeconomic and demographic variables 
which appear to affect a major user grpup within outdoor 
recreation. -
■ ' ^  • t.
- x
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CHAPTER 2
HYPOTHESES
The following hypotheses will be tested within this
study.
r
1. There exists a minority group of participants 
within each of 18 outdoor recreational activities who-account 
for a majority of the total frequency of participation.
(defined as minority/heavy—users).
Rationale: Several authors suggest that there exists
a small group of outdoor recreation participants who account 
for a large proportion of total participation. Christensen 
and Yoesting ( 1 9 7 3 ^ divide recreationists into high and low. 
users based upon numbers or variety of activities rather than
-4 •
actual frequency measures within a single activity. Gans 
(1957) and Sessoms (1963) suggest that there possibly exists 
a small group of partcipants ̂ who account for a majority" of 
the total outdoor recreation participation. This hypothesis 
has yet to be tested by statistical means.
• 2. (a) The minority of persons who account ̂ for the 
njajority of the total recreation participation possess ‘
distinctive socioeconomic and demographic characteristics 
, within a given activity.
Rationale: The use* of-various socioeconomic and
demographic varriables as indicators in explaining differences 
in -leisure pursuits as well as outdoor recreation participation
—15— , -
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is well acknowledged. Sociologists, have found significant 
differences in leisure pursuits through the use of occupa­
tional class (Bishop, 1970; Burch, 1969; Burdge, 1969;
Cameron, 1935; Clarke, 1956; Cunningham, Montoye and Metzner, 
1968; Defee, Schultz and .Passewark,,1974; Etzkorii, 1964;
Gerstl, 1961; Havighurst and Fiegenbaum, 1959; Reiss, 1961 
Reissman, 1961; Stern and Noe, 1973; Thomas', 19.56; White,
1955) ) age (Hoar, 1961), residence patterns (Hendricks, 1971; 
Mortens, 1971) as well as income (Mather, 1941), education 
et cetera. A major weakness in this approach is that a 
single factor alone is not influential in explaining leisure 
activity or outdoor recreation.(Sessoms, 1963)*!
. Within outdoor recreation, several researchers have 
used socioeconomic and demographic variables as indicators in 
attempting to explain outdoor recreation (Cicchetti, 1972; 
Burdge, 1969; Hendricks, 1971; Mueller and Gurin, ,1962; Ranken 
and Sinden, 1971; Sessoms, 1963; Vrancart, 1970;' et cetera). 
Their past use has been generally accepted without criticism.^ 
Within rdcent literature the use,of socioeconomic/demographic 
variables in predicting or explaining outdoor recreation, 
participation has'been questioned on both methodological and i
logical grounds (Ferris, 1970; Mercer, 1971; Romsa, 1974;
* ,Sofranko and Nolan, 1972; Yoesting and Bnrkhead, 1973; Field
and O'Leary, 1973; Burch,> 1969; Meyersohn, 1969; Yancey and
\ A1Snell, 1971). Socioeconomic and demographic characteristics Vj 
\  ■ ' within the confines of this study will be employed as
identifiers of the minority/heavy—user groups rather than
predictors or indicators of outdoor recreation participation.
- 16-
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2. (b) The minority of participants accounting for .
the majority of the total recreation participation (i\. e. 
minority/heavy—lasers ) have socioeconomic and^demogbaphiyc 
characteristics which are not the same-as the ma jorityj-group 
of participants (i.e. majority/light—users) for each activity.
Rationale: In order to claim1'that the minority/heavy—
\ :■ • • vluser group ini hypothesis 2(a) has distinctive, background
' o \  ^  1 • 'variables, there has to be, of necessityj £m alternate group
* ' . . • . with which to compare these identifying variables'. The
comparison group for the minority/heavy—users in hypothesis
2(a) is the majority/lightrhser group.fonaeach, particular
activity. ' s ^ -
The -hypothesis 2(b) states thab the minority/heavy—
users possess different' socioeconomic/demogr.aphic variables
tlian do the majority/light-users within each activity^
Significant research has been done in regard to' the type of
- ■" ' • - ■' outdoor recreation activity chosen and the influence of
socioeconomic/demographic variables in thife decision-making• j  ~ .
process. Similarly social aggregate Variables have been 
• / N  - n.used to explain participation/non-participation in several
' ~ * > 1 oiitdoot recreation activities. Yet little corroborativeI -
research exists to explain socioeconomic differences based' . s', J t ^ * tu,pon frequency of participation’groups within a, single 
activity. It would appear logical:in assuming that the
i - » ■m i n o r i t y / h e a v y — u s e r s  W o u l d J h a v e  (a) m o r e  d i s p o s a b l e  i n c ome,
(b) a younger age, (c) -a bptter perception of outdoor
recreation facilities through a higher education, (d) fewer
1/ - ' ' if any children to.inhibit.the\frequency of participation
-17- ' '
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et cetera thdri the majority group who recreate/ less. Socio­
economic/demographic differences may not only appear between 
the minorityymajority groups 'within, but also between *
activities, which leads to the next hypothesis.
3. -The mjnorj^fc^ groups that account for the majority 
of the total outdoor recreation participation do not share 
the same socioeconomic/demographic characteristics between 
activities. • -I '\ Several researchers who have studipd the on-site
 ̂- «- characteristic^ >-of participants have found statistical
. . differences i n  the attitudes and perceptions between outdoor.
recreation activities. , Lucas (1962, I.964) inferred'.that
* v*”there'were overt differences in attitudes, perceptions and
- ^
socioeconomic/demographic, variables between canoeists and 
power boaters in the Boundary Water Canoe area of Minnesota. 
Etzkofn (1964) found definite socioeconomic differences 
between wilderness and public campground users. Other 
researchers have-'also noted differences I p  socioeconomic/ 
demographic variables between skiers "And snowmobilers (Knopp 
and Tyger, 1973)j horseback riders and motorcyclists, et 
cetera. No research has, as yet, measured differences 
between activities fof•frequency groups.
fi
J - 18-
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The data considered-in this study "was derived from 
a household'sample of the Canadian population undertaken in 
1972 by the National Parks Branch, Department o f  Northern 
and Indian Affairs.s (Canadian Outdoor Recreation Demand 
Study). The 19728M survey (conducted by Canadian Facts, 
a professional market res&arch organization) consists of a 
random, stratified sample of 3^956 cases, the level of
*■> - el -
stratification based upon the degree of urbanization, socio­
economic characteristics and size of household. The sample 
universe includes the entire population of Canada ten years 
•oof age and older with the following exceptions: (a) the
Northwest Territories and Yukon; (b) the least accessible 
and most sparsely settled northern areas of British Columbia, 
Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Ontario, Quebec and New- 
foundland; (c) inmates of institutions, inhabitants of lumber 
and mining camps; (d) members of the armed forces not living 
at home; (e) persons li\fing on Indian reservations; (f) trans- 
L ients.or others having no regular place of residence. About , 
stven per cent. (7#) of the Canadian population falls’ within 
these excluded groups•
t ^ The data selected for analysis consists of:
(a.)" participants in eighteen (.18) outdoor recreatiorf" activities
xs.
-19- •
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(b) the "frequency*, of participation of these participants;
(c) and the actual number of activity trips derived from (a) 
and (b). Fourteen socioeconomic/demographic variables 
(refer to Table 1) are also considered as profile character­
istics for the participants within the eighteen activities.
iAnalysis of Data
* *
The data used within this section were' drawn from 
the 1972 8 M  CORDS survey stored on computer tape.. The 
following steps were followed to locate minority groups of 
participants accounting for a majority of total recreation 
participatiop. (An example of the type of information 
obtained for one activity, trailer camping, is offered on • 
Table 2). Firstly, the participants within a given activity 
were segregated from the non— participants. Information 
dealing with frequency of participation and the number of > 
recreationists who participated in each frequency group was \ 
obtained. i.e. 128 individuals indicated they participated 
once in trailer camping; 39 participated twice; one individual 
indicated a participation frequency of one—hundred eighty 
times. The number' of activity trips was determined by 
multiplying across columns (frequency multiplied by the 
number of individuals in that frequency group). The parti­
cipants were then segmented into decile groups. Frequency
*
of participation in .activity trips for each decile group • 
was tabulated. Reference to Table 3 shows that the first'
r-20-
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TABLE 2
AN EXAMPLE OF THE DERIVATION OF 




Number of ■ 
Activity Trips (y)
1 X 128 . . = 128
2 39 ■ 78
3 30 90
A 27 " ■ 108
5 i7- : 85
.6 13 . 78
■7- ■ 9 63
8 ’ 6 . 48
10 19 190
12 12 ‘ 144









40 ‘ . 4 160





S  x = 340 S  y = 2,362
*- _ Derivation of number of Activity Trips was
determined by multiplying Frequency of Participa­
tion by Number of Participants in Trailer Camping 
(Across Rows).
SOURCE: CORDS 19728M Survey.




















SEGMENTING PARTICIPANTS IN OUTDOOR RECREATION 














1 3 4 = 34 1 . 4 3
2 34 • * 34 1 . 4 3 2 . 8 6
3 3 4 34 : 1 - 4 3 4 - 2 9
4 3 4 4 2 . 1 . 7 7 6 .06
. 5 3 4 7 1 • o o 9 . 0 6
6 34 r  109 4 . 6 1 1 3 . 6 7
7 3 4  . /' 150 j 6 . 3 5 2 0 . 0 2
8 ’ 3 4  ■ N ’ 2 3 4 9 . 9 0 2 9 . 9 2
9 3 4 3 9 1 1 6 . 5 5 4 6 . 4 7t
9 9 . 8 91 0 3 4  ' 1,262 5 3 . 4 2«
1 0 0 3 4 0 2 , 3 6 2 9 9 . 8 9
*
decile group accounted for 34 activity trips, while the . 
tenth decile group accounted for 1,262 activity trips. The 
percentage of total recreational participation (in activity 
trips) was determined for each decile group..
As a result of this type -of analysis, the tenth 
decile is normally the group which accounts for the majority , 
of the recreation participation. In some activities, however, 
this fact may not necessarily hold. Therefore a decisionV
rule was devised in order to maintain a consistent approach 
in defining the minority/heavy—users in each activity. -The 
decision rule stated that if the tenth decile within a 
certain activity did not account for over 5 0 % of the total 
recreation participation, the minority/heavy—usfcr .hypothesis 
was rejected for that activity. Conversely, if the tenth 
decile within a certain activity did account for over 50% 
of the total recreation participation, the minority/heavy- • 
user hypothesis was upheld for that activity. In this 
manner, activities in which the hypothesis was upheld were 
separated from other activities where the hypothesis was 
rejected. ♦Those activities in which the hypothesis was 
upheld, namely that mi'nority/heavy-users exist, were singled 
out for further scrutiny.
The socioeconomic/demographic characteristics of 
the minority/heavy-user groups as well as the majority/light— 
user groups were drawn from the sample for those activities 
in which the first hypothesis was upheld. Percentages of 
distributions for each of these profile characteristics 
such as age, income, occupation et cetera were computed for
with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
each frequency group within the accepted activities to aid 
in interpretation. The socioeconomic/demographic variables 
yere then collapsed into three groups: demographic
(sex, marital status, age group, community size, province 
of interview), family cycle (total number in household, child­
ren less than 5 years in household, childreq ages 5 - 1 2 ,
r
children ages.13 - 17> total number of children under age 18
years %  home) and socioeconomic (occupation of respondent,
level of schooling, income of respondent, observed socio- 
7 *economic level). Hypothesis 2(a), that the minority/heavy-user 
groups have distinctive socioeconomic/demographic characteristics 
wag tested in conjunction with hypothesis 2(b). In order to 
test the distinctive nature of the minority/heavy-user groups; 
a comparison with the majority/light-user groups was made.
A series of univariate chi square tests were run between the  ̂
two frequency groups with respect to the profile character­
istics within a given activity. Hypothesis 2(a) was upheld 
if one profile variable within each of the three collapsed 
profile groups was significantly different between the two 
frequency groups for each,activity. Similarly, by testing 
for significance using the univarikt'e chi square test between 
frequency activity groups using profile characteristics within 
a given activity the criteria for testing hypothesis 2(a) and 
2(b) were treated simultaneously.
- The testing procedure for hypothesis 3 was carried 
out in a similar fashion to that for hypotheses 2(a) and 
i2(b). Hypothesis 3 states that the minority/heavy-user 
groups have distinctive characteristics not only within a 
given activity but also between activities. Each minority/ ‘
-24- "• • /
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
heavy—user group within an activity was tested between 
activities using univariate chi square tests. If one profile 
variable from each of the three collapsed profile groups was 
found to be statistically different between two minority^ 
heavy—user groups of two different a c t i v i t i e s t h e  two activity 
user groups were statistically different. Significance levels 
were calculated utilizing the formula 100 For example,
L_ ' n (n-X )2
if five activity user groups are to" be analyzed, ten possible 
outcomes would result. If a level of significance of 0.10 is 
required to accept the hypothesis, 9 of the 10 tests between 
the five activity user groups wou^d have to*be significant.
F
- 2 5 -
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CHAPTER 3 ' '
S''
IDENTIFICATION OF MINORITY GROUPS 
ACCOUNTING FOR A MAJORITY OF THE TOTAL '
OUTDOOR RECREATION PARTICIPATIONr
The {results of the testing procedure to locate 
minor ity/heavy -user groups for each activity are shown in a 
series of tables. Tables 4 to 21 offer information dealing 
with frequency of participation, the number *of recreationists 
who participate in each frequency group, and the actual number 
of activity trips for each activity. The segmenting of 
participants into decile groups appears in Tables 22 to, 39* 
Table 40 summarizes the eighteen outdoor recreation activities 
giving the percentage contribution of the last or tenth decile 
to the total outdoor recreation participation for each activity
The riesults of the analysis of the first hypothesis 
indicate- that there exists a minority group which accounts
V  T
for a majority of the total outdoor recreation participation 
for six outdoor recreation activities. These activities 
include: trailer camping, hunting, canoeing, walking or
hiking, horseback riding and sailing. These six activities 
vyere singled but for further scrutiny and are analyzed in 
depth in the next-two chapters.
A brief description of the above-mentioned series
of tables will be offered. The number Qf participants,
frequency of participation and number of derived activity
•*trips within each activity will be discussed first. The
- 26-
with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
segmenting of participants into decile groups will be described 
next. An account of*the percentage contribution of the last
ie total outdoor recreation participation 
within each activity will conclude this chapter.
— . next. An account o f ‘4
/ or tenth decile to tnc
Frequency of Participation
The frequency of participation, number of participants 
and derived number of activity trips for each activity is 
shown in Tables 4 to 21. (Refer to Appendix A).
The actual number of participants within each activity
varied greatly. The activities with the smallest sample sizes
included pickup camping (n = 115 ) > sailing (n = 162), snow-
skiing (n = 303 ), trailer camping (n — 340), canoeing (n = 415)
hunting (n = 416) and horseback riding (n = 439) ̂ ^Medium-
sized outdoor recreation activity samples were: tent camping
(n = 763)j snowmobiling (n = 740), and power boating (n = 828).
Ice skating (n = 1,084)> bicycling (n = 1,120), visiting
historic sites (n = 1,202), sightseeing Xn = 1,211), fishing
(n = 1,110), walking or hiking (n = 1,496), picnics or cookouts 
| .‘*(n = 1,887), and driving for pleasure (n = 2,107) comprised 
the, largest sample sizes . . , 1
The largest (modal) frequency groups within activities 
appeared to be those persons who participated once. This 
observation was true for trailer camping (128 out of 340), 
pickup camping (43 out of 115 ) > hunting (92 out of 416), 
tent camping (257 out of 763) > power boating (156 out of 828),' 
' canoeing (109 out of 415 ) )  sailing (53 out of 162), visiting 
historic ^ltes (436 out of 1,202), sightseeing ^175 out of
-27-
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1,211), horseback riding (141 out of 439), snowskiing (48 out 
of 303) and snowmobiling (100 out of 740.). Driving for 
pleasure, walking or hiking, bicycling, ice skating, picnics 
or cookouts and fishing were the exceptions.
The, largest (modal) frequency groups for the 
activities driving for pleasure, walkingXor hiking and 
bicycling were the persons who participated ten times. Within ^
the activities picnics or cookouts and fishing the largest 
frequency groups were those persons who participated twice.
A^tie for the largest frequency group (two and ten times) 
occurred in the activity ice skating.
The actual number of activity trips for each activity 
varied markedly from a low of 585 (pickup camping) to va high 
of 59,326 (driving for pleasure). ' Mean or average number of 
activit^ trips for the following activities were: visiting
historic sites (x = 3 .92), pickup camping (x = 5*08), tent 
camping (x = 5*29), sailing (x = 5*77), trailer camping 
(x = 6.94), canoeing (x = 7.04), picnics or cookouts (x = 8.23), 
hunting (x = 9 *65), power boating (x = 10.52), fishing 
(x = 11.04), snowskiing (x = 13.23), horseback riding (x = 13.77),
snowmobiling (x = 16.45), sightseeing (x = 17«52), ice skating 
(x = 22.84), driving for pleasure (x- = 28.15), walking or* 
hiking (x = 30.78) and bicycling (x = 'if9-64) . The most popular 
activities, if one were to base'this upon the mean or average 
number of activity trips were: bicycling, walking’or^hiking,
driving for pleasure, ice skating and sightseeing. If one ■ 
were to order the most popular activities' based upon number 
of participants, driving for pleasure, picnics or cookouts, 
walking or hiking, fishing and-sightseeing would be the five 
most popular outdoor recreation activities. A .brief
-28-
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discussion of the results of the segmenting procedure will 
now be discussed.
Segmentation of Participants into Decile Groups
The derivation of decile groups within activities 
was carried out in order to determine if a minority group 
(the last decile grpup) accounted for a majority of the total 
outdoor recreation participation (greater than 50^). The 
results of this divisive procedure are given in Tables 22 to 
39, Appendix B. For those activities in which the sample size, 
was uneven, i.e. could not be divided equally into decile, 
groups, an appropriate number of participants from frequency 
group one were randomly deleted. .In this manner, decile 
groups would be equal in size within each activity.
Fourteen activities were modified slightly in order 
to equally divide the participants into decile groups. These 
modified activities included pickup camping (n = 115 4-9 n = H O ) ,  
hunting (n = 416 to n = 410), tent’ camping (n = 763 to n — 760), 
power boating (n = 828 to n = 820), canoeing (n ' = 415 to, 
n = 410), sailing (n = 162 to n = 160), visiting historic sites 
(n = 1,202 to n = 1,200), driving for pleasure (n = 2,107 to 
n = 2,100), sightseeing (n = 1,211 to n = 1,210), walking or 
hiking (n = 1,496 to n = 1,490), ice skating (n = 1,084 to 
n = 1,080), horseback riding (n = 439, to'n = 430), snowskiing 
(n ~  303 to n =-300)., picnics or cookouts (n = 1,887 to 
n = 1,880-) . The four activities which did not require modifi­
cation ̂ included trailer camping, bicycling, snowmobiling and 
fishing.
- 2 9 -
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The number of participants within each, decile 
differed for each activity. Decile group sizes varied from
II (pickup camping) to 210 (driving for ple^ure) . Other • 
decile group sizes were: 34 (trailer camping), 41 (canoeing" 
and hunting), 82 (power boating), 16 (sailing), 120 (visiting
■historic sites), 121 (sightseeing), 30 (snowskiing), 74 
(snowmobiling), 188 (picnics or cookouts), 108 (-ice skating), 
149 (walking or hiking), 43 (horseback riding), 112 (bicycling)'
III (fishing), and 7 6  (tent camping). .
The percentage of the total frequency accounted for 
by each decile was derived from the actual frequency of ' 
activity, trips for each decile. The results of the percentage 
of total frequency for each decile, as well as the cumulative 
frequencies are shown in rows 3 and 4 of Tables 22 to 39> 
Appendix B. ^
The selection of minority groups accounting for the
majority of total outdoor recreation participation was
determined,. If the last or tenth decile within each activity
accounted for greater than fifty per cent (50$) of the total
outdoor recreation participation, the first hypothesis that
-fninority/hpavy-user groups exist was upheld for that activity.
. iThe results of the testing of the first hypothesis appear 
below. . . •
The Identification of Minority/Heavy-User Groups
Six activities were singled out in which the tenth 
deci|le accounted for greater than fifty, per cent (50$) of 
* the total outdoor reqr^ation participation. These activities 
included* trailer camping (tenth decile, 53.42$),.hunting
-30- \
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(tenth decile, 55*45$), -canoeing (tenth decile, 50.00$),
walking or hiking (tenth decile, ^59*31^), horSfeback riding
(tenth d e c i l e 72 . 12%), and sailing (tenth decile 50,42$).
Of the twelve activities that remained-, nine activities-'"'
possessed tenth or last deciles which accounted for a range%
between 45 arid 49*9/S. 'These activities entailed pickup
camping (47.S/S), power boating (49*9$), snowmobiling (49.87$),
ice skating (45*68$), visiting historic sites (45*6$),
sightseeing (4&V97$), bicycling (46 .48$), f i s h i n g • 92$) ,
r  r
and tent camping (47 .63/=)* - \ ,
Driving for pleasureMand snowskiing’s minority groups 
had values -of-4’3$ and 42.25$ respectively. Picnicking was 
the sole activity in which the tenth docile did not account 
for greater than 40$ of the total participatiorf (39*55$)*
In summarizing, six activities were selected in *
, /which the last decile accounted for greater than 50$ of the 
total outdoor recreation participation. Nine activities 
had tenth deciles which accounted for a range of 45 to 49*9$*“ ‘ I
*• * / *Only three activities had tenth -deciles which accounted for 
less than 45$ of the total outdoor recreation participation. 
(Refer to Table. 40) . " “ .
-31-
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4
TABLE 40
LIST OF EIGHTEEN OUTDOOR RECREATION ACTIVITIES 
SHOWING.PERCENTAGE CONTRIBUTION OF LAST DECILE 
TO TOTAL PARTICIPATION
Last Decile Accounting For 
> 50#
Last Decile Accounting For




Walking or Hiking 
Horseback Riding 
Sailing
r ,  . -
53-42;? 
5 5 - 4 5 %  
50.00% 




Power Boating ' . 1 49
Snowmob/Lling x 4.9
Picnics"or Cookouts „ 39
Icp Skating 45
Visit Historic Sites 4-5





Tent Camping . 47
. . 9 0 %  
' - 9 0 %  
- 8 7 %  
■ 5 5 %  
.68% 
-60%
■ 9 7 %
■ 2  5 %
■ - 9 8 %
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CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS OF SOCIOECONOMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC 
CHARACTERISTICS OF 5UBAGGREGATE~~gROl.IgS DF 
OUTDOOR RECREATION PARTICIPANTS 
WITHIN SIX ACTIVITIES
9
Hypotheses 2(a);and 2(b) were tested simultaneously 
i'n order tro determine if minority/heavy-users, possessed 
'distinctive socioeconomic and demographic characteristics 
when compared with majority/light—users * within each activity. 
Univariate chi square tests were performed between the socio­
economic and demographic characteristics of the bottom nine 
deciles and those of the last or tenth deciles. The,chi 
square tests were run for the six activities in which the 
last or tenth decile accounted for fifty per cent (50%) or 
greater of the total outdoor recreation partictpation.
Fourteen socioeconomic, and demographic characteristics were 
tested within each of the six activities (refer to Table 1).
The outcome of this testing procedure (refer to 
Table 41) showed, that almost no significant differences., 
occurred-between the top and bottom deciles for five of the 
six activities using socioeconomic and demographic variables. 
The activity "walking or hiking" was fhe exception. Ten of 
the fourteen socioeconomic and demographic variables were 
significantly different between the minority/heqvy-users and j 
the majority/light-users for this activity. These differences 
included the demographic variables of marital status and age
t 9
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SUMMARY OF R E S U L T ^  OF CHI SQUARE DIFFERENCE OF PROPORTION TESTS BETWEEN THE TOP 
DECILE WHICH ACCOUNTS FOR A MAJORITY OF OUTDOOR RECREATION PARTICIPATION AND THE 















Sex of Respondent .05
VAR004
Total Number in Household .001
.
VAR005
Children ( 5 at Home .001
VAR006

























Total Number of Children 
^.18 At Home „







VAR010 • . ' 
Occupation of Respondent - ■ .01
VAR011
Education of Respondent .05
J
VAR012
■Age Group of Respondent .001
VAR013







group of respondent: the family cycle variables of total
number in households, children less than 5-years at home, 
children between 5. and 12 years at home, children between 
13 and 17 years at home and total number of children less * 
than 18 years at home: the socioeconomic variables of
education of respondent, occupation of .respondent and income 
group®of head of household. Since at least one variable 
was significant in the three collapsed profile groups between 
the minority/heavy—users and majority/light-users, the second 
hypothesis was therefore upheld for the activity•"walking or 
hiking." „ ' • '
The activities canoeing3*^hunting and horseback
Vriding had one significant difference within each activity.
The variable accounting for the significant difference
9between top and bottom deciles for canoeing was "children 
between 13 and 17 years at home."- The only significant 
variable within the activity hunting was "sex of-the respondent 
"Community size" was the. sole variable which was statistically 
different in the activity horseback riding. By reference to 
the rejection rule for hypotheses 2(a) and 2(b), the three 
activities of canoeing, hunting and horseback riding did not 
ljbve distinctive socioeconomic and demographic characteristics 
between the top decile and bottom dociles. Trailer camping . 
and sailing had no variables which were significant between 
the minority/heavy-users and majority/light-users. Thus 
hypotheses 2(a) and 2(b) were not upheld for trailer camping,'
■I
hunting, canoeing, horseback riding and sailing.
Of the eighty-four (84) univariate chi square tests 
performed in totum (six activities multiplied by fourteen
-36-
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socioeconomic and demographic variables’) only thirteen 
variables were significant: seven variables at the .001 level
of significance, one variable at the .01 and five variables 
at the .05 level of significance. The resulting seventy-one
chi square tests were not significant at even the .05 level
71 *of significance. Therefore, 84.53$ ("gj x 100) of fhe within—
activity comparison tests were not significant using socio­
economic and demographic-variables.
A brief description of the distributions of the
i
socioeconomic and demographic variables of the minority/ 
heavy—user groups for the five activities of trailer camping, 
canoeing, hunting, and sailing will be offered. As these 
activities displayed little statistical difference in propor­
tions between the top and bottom deciles, it is assumed that 
a description of the top deciles for .each of these five 
activities will offer an adequate typology of their profile 
characteristics. ' r_-
A description of the d i s t r i b u t i o n t h e  socioeconomic*  •
and demographic characteristics of the top and bottom deciles 
for the activity "walking or hiking" will be included as this 
was the sole activity in which definite statistical differences 
in proportions occurred.
tthC
Trailer Camping (refer to Table 43 y Appendix C)
Tables 43^ to 48 outline the raw Jrequencies. as well 
as the converted percentage proportions for the -six activities. 
Reference to these tables should aid in explanation of this 
particular section. As was previously mentioned, only the
-40-
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socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of the top 
deciles or minority/heavy—user groups will be described for 
the first five activities.
The province of interview variable (synonymous with 
the province of origin of the respondent) for trailer camping 
showed a rather unequal proportion of participants living in 
Quebec (32.450 and Ontario (23 • 5/0* Manitoba (14*7$), 
Saskatchewan (5*9$) and Alberta (11.850 together accounted 
for 32.4/S of the total. British Columbia and Newfoundland 
each contributed 5*9$ to the number of participants in the 
top decile for trailer Camping.-
The community size variable indicated that greater 
than 50/S of the top decile for trailer camping resided in 
large urban centres (over 500,000, 35*3/0 100,000 to 500,000,
20.6/S). Almost 155SV> of the participants were from a rural 
area .
The "sex of respondent" variable was split in a ratio 
of 55*9$ male, 44*1$ female. The "total number in household" 
classification pointed toward the family group nature, of this 
activity. Over 80$ of the subsample (82.4$) had between three' 
and ten or more persons within the household. Only 17*6$ 
had a total household size of one (2.9$)-or two (14 * 7$X*^^,The 
modal value for this variable was four persons (26.5$)* \
For the variables "children less than 5 years at 
home,""children 5 bo 12 years at home" and "children 13 to 17 
years at home" a brief explanation is in order. The responses 
for each of.these three variables is "yes," "no" and "no r 
children less than 18 years residing at home." The final 
response,’ "n6 children less than 18 years residing at home"
a
- 41-
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does not change for each of these 3 variables. A negative
Response indicates that there acs^ no children within that
particular age group. A positive response indicates that '
*
there are children within that particular age category.
Almost 30% of the respondents in the top decile had no
children less than 18 years residing at home (29*4%). In
the "children less than 5 years" variable, 38.2% offered a
negative response, 32.4% gave a positive response and 29*4%
had no children less than 18 years of age residing at home.
The responses for the 5 to 12 age group were: 20.6% no,
50% yes, 29-4% no children less than 18 years residing at
home. The 13 to 17 year age variable illicited the following
*
responses: no, 32.4%: yes 38.2%: no children less than 18
years, 29.4%• The major age distribution of children was 
5 to 12, followed by 13 to 17 and less than 5 years. ^
About 70 per cent (70.6% to be exact) of the subsample
had children or siblings less than 18 years residing at home.
The number of families with one to- four children accounted for
/
55.9$. Another 14.7% of the respondents had total numbers
of children between five and seven.
Almost two-thirds of the subsample for trailer
camping were married. (66.790* 32.4% were single. The
occupation of respondent variable was distributed in the
0following manner: white .collar jobs including professional
(5*9%)* executive, manager or owner (2.9%), sales (2.9%), 
andrclerical or-other white collar (5*9%) accounted for 17.6%; 
skilled (11.8%) and unskilled labour (2.9%) were >G.4.7%; 
homemaker oryly^(32.4%), homemaker works part time (2.9%) 
and homemaker works full time (2.9%) together totalled 38.2%;
-42-
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the student category.was 26.5$• There were no retired or ' 
pensioned persons and only 2.9$ of the subsample either 
refused or were unemployed. The modal occupation was therefore 
homemaker (32.4$), followed by a large proportion of students
( 2 6  . 5 / 0  •
The "level of schooling reached” variable was
i
arranged in the following way: ‘some public school (20.6$),
finished public school (11.8$), some high school (26.5$), 
finished high school (32.4$) , -some technological or senior 
college (0$), finished technological or senior college (2.9$)? 
some university (2 .9 %) ,<» graduated from university (2.9$).
The modal value was "finished high school” (32.4$) with only 
8.7$ of the subsample having any degree of post-secondary 
education.
The "age group of respondent" variable appeared 
bimodally dilTtributed with the 35 bo 39 year (29.4$)? a p d v 
the 12 to 14 year (14-7$) age groups appearihg at either end 
of the distribution. Those top decile participants in j trailer 
camping over 30- years of age accounted for exactly 50$ of 
the subsample. Those participants between the ages of 10 and 
17 had 29.3$ of the total. One can^infer that roughly 80$ 
of the trailer camping subsample was composed either of ,
adults oyer 30 or dependent children under 1/7 which points 
to the family orientation of this activity.
The "income of head of household" variable showed
. «
that the modal category ot $9,000 — $10,499 wa^ in the main 
(26.5$)J the subsequent divisions were: less than $2,999,
.(2.956): $3,000 - $4,499 (056): $4,500 - $5,999 (11.8$):
$6,000 - $7,499 (14.7$): $7,500 - $8,999 (17-6$): $10,500 -
-43-
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*  ■
$11,999 (5-9$): $12,000 -'$13,999 (8 .8$): $14,000 o? more
(2.9$)» There appeared to be a clustering of income groups
around the $ 6,-000 - $10,499 categories (58.8%) indicating 
( ' * a middle to lower-middle class orientation.
The "observed socioeconomic class" variable belied 
the middle to lower—middle class orientation. Exactly 50$ 
of the participants were labelled "middle class" while 
"lower-middle class" participants accounted for 32*3$ of the 
total subsample for trailer. campirfg>
In summarizing, no significant differences in 
proportions occurred between -the top and bottom deciles for 
trailer camping. The top decile participants appeared to 
be, for the most part, mature, married persons with two to 
four children. The ages of- the children were largely in the 
5 to 12 year category. The respondents -were chiefly homemakers 
or students with a level of schooling of high school or less. 
The subsample seemed oriftnted toward middle t o ,lower—middle 
classes with the province of ^rigin being, for the most part, 
Quebec or Ontario and a community size variable which indicated 
a strong urban orientation.
Canoeing (refer to Table 44» Appendix C.)
Canoeing is an activity\wfiich refle/ts extreme 
sensitivity to supply accessiblity and availability. Ontario, 
which is rife with relatively calm inland lakes and rivers 1 
conducive to canoeing participation offers and example of the 
concept of availability of supply affecting demand or con­
sumption. Within the top decile for canoeing, Ontario 
participants accounted for 56»l/~of the total subsample-with
- 44 -  .
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Quebec having 29.3/S. Manitoba and Saskatchewan each contri-
\buted 4.9/S to the subsample. British Columbia and tlova 
Scotia each had 2.4/S 'of the total. ■.
The top decile canoeists wer-e mainly from cities 
of over 500,000 (41. 5 / Q ^ r cities-- between 100,000 and
500,000 populations (19-. 5$) » Rural participants, accounted 
for only 12.2$ of the canoeing minority/heavy-user group.
^•Canoeists werp largely male (65>9$) although some\
females did participate (34.1/S). The modal value for total
■household size was five (26.8$} with 70.1$ having a total
household size ranging from three to tep or mbre. The values
' ^for total household size.appeared to cluster around four to
s i x " (55$) indicating medium-sized families.
The family cycle, variables (variables 005 bo 007)
showed t h e .predominant ages of children or siblings to be
between 13 to 17 years, (68.3/S)* The largest (modal) value
within the "total number of children less than 18 years" was
J *three '(26 .8$), pointing toward a medium-sized family1 origin 
of these participants. "No children less than eighteen" 
’accounted for 24*4% of the total subsample.
15 Those canoeing- participants who were single were in
the majority (7 5 * 6$.) , ’ with married participants having 24.4/S 
of the subsampie. Within the djccupation variable, 58.3/S 
Were students with skilled labour accounting for 14-6$, and 
homemakers 12.2$. Only 7.4/S were in the white collar 
occupation class . ̂ \
-•u The "level of schooling reached" variable was
distributed in the following manner: some public school,
2 2$: finished public school, 2.4$:,, som^ high school, 36.6$:
- 45- ■\\I
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finished high school, 7«3£: some technological or senior
college, 4*9^: finished technological or senior college,
7 • some university, 12.2^: graduated from university,
7*3/£* The largest values were theVefore sohie High school or 
some public school.
The age group variable showed that .a large majority, 
of the -panoeists were under 19 years (61.0^). The modal age 
category was 12 to 14 years . (29 * 2 % ) * Those respondents over 
30 (30 to 49 years) .accounted for 24»4/£ of the minority/- 
heavy—user'group for canoeing. , '
The modal income of household head was- $9,000 —  
$10,499 (19.55*0 • 'There appeared to be 'a clustering around7 • 1 °
the categories $7,500 to $13,999 (61.6$) which appeared to 
denote a middle class or above orientation. .The income o f ’ * 
head of household variable Was dfstribated thusly: less
than $2,999 (7 - 3 % ) ,  $3,00 - $4,499 (2.4^), $4,500 - $5,999 
( 0 % ) ,  '$6 r000 - $7,499 , $7,500 - $8,999 (1?.1$),
$9,000 - $10,499 ,(19-5^),. $10,500. to $11,999 ( 9 . 8 % ) ,  $12,000 - 
$13,999 (14*W ,  $14,000 or more -(9.8^). . ' "
A majority of the' participants in the top decile of- - . t t. .
canoeing were of middle class, orientation (48.8^) with upper- 
middle class (24*4/0, l^wer—middle class (19.5%) and lower 
class (7-3/S) being in the minority.
Those canoeists from the t Q p  decile who accounted 
for the majority of the recreating were, in the main, from 
Ontario and Quebec. They were chiefly from large urban■* i>
centres. Single male canoeists from mature medium-sized 
families appeared to predominate. The ages were largely from 
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upper-middle class. - “
.Hunting (refer to Table 45> Appendix C)
' Hunting tends to be largely rural/small-town oriented
'  % ' f
and centred in Quebec and Ontario. Maximum accessibility to 
• game situated >in non-urbanized surroundings belies the rural 
orientation.. Hunters from Ontario were in the majority (31*7%) 
with-Quebec ( 2 2 % )  and Saskatchewan ( 1 9 * 5 % )  contributing 41*5%
/ to the top decile group. Over 50% of the top decile for 
hunting were from rural areas; 0.2,2% were from small towns 
'with a population between 1,000 and 10,000. About 15% of the 
hunting participants, were from large urban centres of over 
100,000.
Hunting has been regarded almost solely as a male- 
dominat.ed activity r S h e  subsample exemplified this attitude 
as 97*5% of the participants were male. The ratio of married - 
single participants was split 41*5% (married) and 56.1% 
(single). ■ ' • ■N v
The ’’total number in household” variable was clustered 
around the values four to six (65*9%). Total household sizes 
of one (2.4%), ,two (4 .8%), three (9.8%), seven (4 .9%), eight 
(7*3%) apd ten or more (4*9%) were in the minority. The 
-family cycle variables showed that children’s ages ranged 
"predominantly from 5 to 12 (61.0%) and 13 t Q -17 years (51*2%). 
001^19*5% of the top decile hunters had no children or 
siblings. The modal value in î he variable ."total number of 
children less than 18 years at home" was three (24*4%) 
followed b^ four (19*5%)* rione (19.5%) and two - (17 *1% ).* 
Medium-sized mature families therefore tended, to predominate.
-47- ,
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Students accounted'for over 46% of the total subsample for 
hunting. Other values in the occupation variable included: 
white collar workers (4*9%), blue collar workers, both' 
skilled (22.9%) and unskilled (7*3%), farmers (4*9%) and the7̂  
unemployed or refused category .(7*3%)*
Within the "age group of respondent" variable 53*7% 
of the minority group- hunters were between the ages of 10 
and 19. The largest age group was 12 to 14 years (29*3%).
The next largest age group were those participants*35 to 39 
years (19*5%)* The distribution for the age group was-
arranged in the following way: 10 to 11 years, 4*9%: 12 to ] ̂ j
14 ye^irs, 29*3/2: 15 years old, 2.4%: 16 to. 17 year^f^4~T9^:
18 to-19 years, 7 * 2 % -  20 years old, 4*9%: 21 to 2fl years,
2.4/2: 25 to 29 years, 12.2%: 30 to 34 years, 9 • 8/2 to
39 years, 19.5/2: 40 to 44 years 2.4/2.
1 The modal-value for "level of schooling reached" was
"some high school" (48.8$). The value "some public school"' 
followed with 26.8%.' Those who "finished high school" and 
finished public school each accounted for 17 • 3/2 of the total 
for the hunting subgroup. About 85*3/2 of the total subsample 
had-a -level of education of "some high school" or below.
The "income group of head of household" displayed a
i ' ■clustered distribution with 61.0% of the subsample lying within 
three income categories of $4,500 to $8,999. About 19% were 
above or below this figure. The modal income group was $4,500 
to $5,999 (24.4%)* The "observed socioeconomic variable" was 
skewed toward the lower socioeconomic range. Over 48% of the 
hunting subsample held an observed socioeconomic level of "lower- 
middle," 39% were "middle" class and 9 * 7 %  in the "lower" class
-48-
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category.  __
The hunting subgroup' therefore was largely from 
rural Quebec or Ontario. Young, single males were in the 
majority and originated from medium—sized families. Students 
from public anh the lower grades of high school predominated. 
Hunting is antactivity chiefly found within the lower—middle/ 
middle class with principally lower incomes in evidence.
Horseback Riding (refer to Table 47, Appendix C)
Horseback riding, like hunting,, is chiefly a rural 
activity. Almost 70%, of the total subsample resided within 
a rural area. Ontario (37-2/0 and British Columbia (16.3/0 
were the two foremost provinces of origin. The subsequent 
provinces of origin were: Quebec (11.6/0, Saskatchewan (9-3/0,
Manitoba ( 7 * 0 % ) ,  and Albert^ (7-00- Newfoundland (4-70,
Nova Scotia (4-7/0 and New Brunswick (2.3/?*) rounded^ out the 
total.
The distribution of the 1 community size" variable 
was: cities over 500*000, 7 * 0 % :  100,000 - 500,000, 11.60
30,000 - 100,000, 0 %: 10,000 - 30,000,'4 -7 %: 1,000.- 10,000,
7 .0/0 rural, 69-8%, Males predominated (58.1/0 with females 
participating to a lesser extent (41-9%).
The "total number in household" variable pointed 
toward medium to large family sizes. The modal value for 
"i^he total'number in- household" variable was five (37-230. 
Collapsing groups, family sizes between five and ten or 
more accounted for almost 70% of the horseback riding sub­
sample. The ages of children appeared to favour the 5 to 12 
(62.830 an£i 13 to 17 year age brackets (58.130. The "total
-49-
with permission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
number of children less than IS years” appeared to be clustered
4 between two and four. ' About 65$ had families with numbers of 
children from two to four. The distribution for the total 
number of children variable was: none, 11.6$: one, 11.6$:
two, 27 .9$: -three, 23.3/S: four, 14.0$: five, 4*7$: six,
2.3/S: nine, 4«7$. The ”total household size” variable
indicated that large'to medium household sizes were in the 
majority whereas the ’’total number of children” variable 
(pointed to a smaller family size. A possible explanation may 
be that children oyer IS years of age.may still reside at 
home or the grandparents may live with the family.
The principal marital status was single (79.1$); 
those participants who were- married accounted for 18.6$ of 
, the total subsample. Within the ’’occupation of respondent” 
variab 1 e , studcnts held the moda 1 va 1 ue with 6 9 • 8 /p • All 
other occupation categories were morevor less uniformly 
distributed. Horseback 'riding ap^^ired to be an age-restrictive 
activity. No respondents were within the.40 to 49 age groups. 
Only one respondent indicated an age of 3 5 to 39 (2.3$)*
Only 9*4$ were within the age categories of 2 5 to 34 years. 
Almost 7 5$ of the horseback riding top decile group .were 
between the ages of 10 and 19 years.. The modal age category 
was 12 to 14 years (30.2$).
The "income of head of household" variable appeared
fairly uniformly distributed. The income groups between
*!■$3,000 and $7,499 contributed 46.5$ to the total. The modal 
income group was $6,000 - $7,499 (18.6$); other categories 
included: less than $2,999, 4*7$: $3,000 - $4,499, 11.6$:
-50-
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$4,500 - $5,999, 16.3%: $7,500 - $8,999, 9.3%: $9,000 -
$10,499, 14.0%: $10,500^- $11,999, 2.3%: $12,000 -
$13,999, 2.3%: $14,000 o r  m o r e ,  9.3%: don't know, no
V»estimate or refused, 11.6%. Collapsing categories, over 
50% of the heads of households for horseback riding earikd 
•less than $7,499, about 37% earning between $9,000 and 
$14,000 or- more.
The "observed socioeconomic level" variable pointed 
towards a middle/lower-middle class orientation. About 42% 
of the horseback riding minority group were of a middle 
class origin; the lower—middle (32.6%), lower (11.6%) and 
upper—middle (14*0%) accounted for the subsequent minority 
per cent of the total. j
Those participants in horseback riding were largely ' 
from rural areas in Ontario and British Columbia. The 
family sizes were medium to large with children being largely 
in the 5 to 12 and 13 to 17 age brackets. The top decile 
participants within this activity were youthful, single males 




Sailing (refer to Table 48, Appendix C)
Ontario appears, as in most of the activities
analyzed,to be the mecca of outdoor recreation in Canada. The
activity sailing also indicated this to be true as 56*3% of
the sailing subsample originated in Ontario. This figure is
similar to the 56.1% province of interview figure for canoeing.
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(12.5/0 and British Columbia (12.5%)* Sailing enthusiasts 
were, for the most part, from community sizes of 100,000 to
500,000 (18.8%) and 500,000 and over (75*0%). .Only 6.3% 
were from rural areas.
The male - female ratio was 6 2 . 5 %  — 37*57° respectively, 
The total household size was inclined to be less than five 
(87.67°)« The modal value within the "total household size" 
variable was tied at three and five (2^5%). The family cycle 
variables pointed toward maturing households with the 13 to 
17 (56.8/£) and 5 to 12. age brackets (31*376) of children 
predominating. The "total ,number of children less than 18 
years" variable belied the smaller family sizes wi^hir/ the 
sailing subgrdup. The variable was distributed in theX^ 
following manner: none, 2576: one, 37*5/6: ,two, 12.57°:
-three, ;12.5%: four, 6.37°: five, 6.3%* The mode for the
"total number of children" variable was one (37.5%)*
The top decile participants within sailing were 
largely single (81.3%) and students (62.5%). 'Those married 
participants accounted for 18.8%. Occupations represented 
in the sailing subgroup were: white collar, 12.6%: home­
maker only, 12~r S%i homemaker working full time, 12.5%: 
and students, ^2.5%.
The modal education level was "some high school" 
(31*3%). Other "levels of, schooling reached" incltided: some
public school (2 5%), finished public school (6.3%) j finished 
high school (18.8%), some university (6.3%) and graduated 
from university (12.5%). The age group variable was t
distributed in the following manner: 10 to 11 years, 12.5%:
-52-
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12' to 14 years, 17*5/5: 15 years old, 6.355: 18 to
6.355: 21 to 24 years, 12.5% ’■ with the age categories, 2 5
to 29, 30 to 34, 35 to 39 and 40 to 44 each having 6.355.
Over 4 0 % of the sailing subgroup were under 19 years of age, 
with 37*7/5 between the ages of 21 .to 44* /
The "income group of household head" variable 
indicated a somewhat higher income level than any previous 
activities mentioned. The modal income group was that of 
$14,000 or more (31.355): the $9,000 - $10,499 group added
181855 to the total income variable of the subsample. The 
distribution within the observed socioeconomic level did not 
point toward a majority of upper—middle class participants. 
The majority of the sailing enthusiasts were middle class
r
(56*3/°) followed by upper—middle (18.5$), lower—middle 
( 1 2 . 6%) and lower class (1”2 . 5%)  •
Sailing, therefore, is a middle/upper-middle class 
activity. 1 Lower classes appear to be under-represented in 
thi^1 activity as: (a) they cannot afford the original
investment p i  a sailing craft; (b) they cannot afford the 
membership fees to a sailing club; (c) they are not ahle to 
afford uplceep or birthing fees for the sailing craft”.
"fhe characteristics of the persons in the/>top 
decile are: young, single males who are from smaller family
sizes. These sailing enthusiasts are still enrolled in high 
school or.public school. They appear to be from families of 
a higher than average socioeconomic level.
Walking or Hiking (refer to Table 46, Appendix C).
/
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sole activity in which significant differences were apparent 
between the tenth or top decile who participated most 
•frequently and the bottom, deciles. A description of the 
variables of both the top decile and bottom deciles will be 
offered in order to outline what differences occur and where 
the differences between the two groups lie.
The first three variables, namely province of 
interview, community size, and sex of respondent were not 
significant ’at the .05 level of significance or greater.
The top decile or minority/heavy—user group was largely 
found in Quebec (29.5$)* Ontario (27*5$) and British Columbia 
(19.5$). The participants from other provinces were fairly 
uniformly distributed. The bottom deciles more or less 
mimicked the top decile distribution. Again Quebec (33.7$), •• 
Ontario (32 . 5 % )  and Britisii Columbia (11.1$) were the three 
most apparent provinces of origin, yet more heavily wfej-ghted 
toward Quebec and Ontario. A ''community size" of over
500.000 was the modal value for both the top and bottom
deciles (38.9$ and 33*7$ respectively-)- Each of the two
subgroups displayed a "U"-shaped distribution in which the 
two end values of "cities over 500,000" and "rural" held 
relatively higher values; the middle value labels of - 
community sizes 30,000 - 100,000, 10,000 — 30,000 and 1,000 -
10.000 held comparatively fewer participants. Rural partici­
pants in the top decile accounted for 18.1$,. and in the 
bottom deciles, 20.7$* Each of the two groups tapered off
to 3.4$ (top decile) and 7*5$ (bottom deciles) in the middle 
of the distributions.
- The "sex of respondent" variable was almost split
9
&
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evenly in £he bottom deciles. Forty—nine per cent of the 
subsample were male, fifty-one per cent female. In the 
* top decile, there existed a slight bias toward female
participants. Females accounted for 54*4%* males 4 6 . 6%.  
Females, therefore who participate most frequently were more 
in abundance than those females who participate in walking 
or hiking to a lesser degree. 1
The ’’total number in housdholci" variable was 
statistically significant at the .001 level of significance. 
The modal value for the top decile was two (26.2%); the* O I
modal value for the bottom deciles was four (20.2%). A 
greater number of those participants in the top decile 
evidently had-no children or were single. The inference1
may be that young children have somewhat of a constricting 
effect upon recreation frequency in this activity.
^  Almost 45% of the top decile indicated that they
had no children, compared with 27*9% of the bottom deciles. 
Only 18.1% of the top decile indicated that they had children 
' or a child in the "less than five" category, relative to 21.7% 
in the majority group. Only 32.2% of the top detile, had 
children in.the 5 to 12 year category compared with 4^.2% 
of the bottom deciles. Similarly, the„bottom decile ,'partici­
pants indicated a value of 4^.2% in the 13 to 17 year age 
bracket relative to 30.9% within the minority group. Differ­
ences, therefore, were primarily in numbers of children, as 
the ages of children were proportional between the two sub4 
groups ■ •
- 5 5 -  •
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There were more single participants in the bottom deciles 
(54 .75S) than the tenth decile (41.6%). Less participants 
were married in the bottom deciles (40.3/0 in comparison 
with the figure of 47/S for the top decile. Also, there 
were less widowed, separated or divorced participants among
tj
the bottom decile participants (550 than the tenth decile 
(11.4/0* In other words, there were comparatively more 
participants in the bottom deciles who were single than in 
the top decile'.
The "occupation of respondent" variable offers more 
explanation for'the differences between the minority/- 
heavy-users and majority/light-users. The modal value for 
the minority frequency group within the- occupation variable 
was "homemaker only" (28.2/0* the "student" category was 
only two per cent below this figure (26."2/0. The modal value 
within the bottom nine deciles was "student" (42.1%) with 
the "homemaker only" category having 2 1 . There were 
• comparatively more students who participated in walking .or 
hiking to a lesser degree. Also, more pensioned participants 
(8.7% in the top decile: within the bottom deciles)
were apparent within the minority-frequency group. The 
resulting proportions were more or less equally distributed 
between the two subgroups in the occupation category.
The modal value for the education variable for __
both subgroups was 'Isome high school" (41 *6% - top decile: 
34.3% - bottom deciles). the similarity between the two 
subgroups within the education variable ended*here. The 
next most frequent values for the top decile were: "finished
high school" (16.3%)> "some public school" (14*8%) and 
"finished public school" (9*4%)* The next most frequent
-56-
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values for the bottom deciles were: "some public school"
(24*5/2), "finished high school” ( 1 2 . 8 % ) ,  and "finished 
public school" (6.5^X» An explanation for both the
V ' *differences in proportion and order between the top and 
bottom deciles for the education variable may be available 
by analysis of the "age group of respondent" variable. There 
were far more children within the age categories 10 to 14 
years in the bottom. deciles than in the top decile (bottom 
deciles, 27*5/2: top decile, 12.8/2) . ' Also, the top decile
had proportionately more persons in the 35 to.39 year category 
(38.2/2) than the bottom deciles (19.2/2). Subsequent 
categories in the age and education variables were more or
t
less similarly distributed.
The chief differences within the "income of head 
of household" variable between the two frequency subgroups
..Iky in the distribution of the lower income categories.
* \
The minority/hj/avy-user group had 41*7/2 of the subsample 
within the "less than $2,999" to $5*999 income ’bracketI
compared with 2 5*4% within the same income bracket for the
majorit^/Hght-users. In other words, the top decile within
walking or.hiking were mainly persons who possibly could -
not afford more expensive forms of outdoor recreation.
An example of this could be pensioners with a fixed irl'come 
. . ’and- a surplus of leisure time, or. homemakers within lower 
socioeconomic classes whb•have much free time and a limited ' 
income-. The income variable was distributed in the following 
rfianner for the top decile:, less than $2,999, 14*822: $3,000 —
$4,499, 7*4/2: $4,500 - $5,999, 19.552: $6,00.0 - $7,499,
10.122: $7,500 -$8,999, 10.756: $9-,000 $10.,499, ' 12 .122:
-57-
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$1.0,500 - $ 1 1 , 9 9 9 ,  6 . 7 % :  $12,000 - $13,999, 4.0$: $14,000 ■'
or more, 8.7$. The income distribution for the bottom 
deciles for the same categories was: 5 * 6 % ,  8 . 5 % ,  5 • 6 % ,
11.3$j 1 5 * 6 % ,  1 6 . 0 % ,  1 3 . 0 % ,  7 . 5% ,  6 . 0%,  8 . 6 % ,  2 . 3%* " The 
mod_al income group for the top decile was $4,500 - $5,999 
(19.* 5%) in comparison with the $7,500 - $8,999 iocome category 
for the bottom deciles *(16$)
The "observed socioeconomic level" variable was .
'not statistically significant*at the .05 level of signifi­
cance between the two subgroups^ The top decile ^ ‘s 
distributed in the following manner^ lower, 12.1$: lower-
middle, 2&.8$: middle, 47$:. upper-middle, 10.1$: upper,
2 % . The bottom deciles were arranged as lower, 6t 7%>: lower-
middle, 30.4%: middle1, 47*9$: upper-middle,-13^9$: upper,
1.1$. The top decile subgroup had 5*4$ more persons in the 
lower "class, 1.6$ more within the lower—middle and 3*8$ .
less within the upper-middle class than the bottom deciles'.
In conclusion, the top decile was characterized by
slightly more female than male participants, largely from
urban centres of Quebec and Ontario. The minority/heavy-users
" in walking or hiking had chiefly two persons in the household
\ *
and the modal occupation- was "homemaker only." The age
bracket was largely 35 to 39 years. There was a large
* . ' ' ’ • ♦ proportion of this subgroup'within the lower socioeconomic
strata. - . 1 -The bottom nine deciles were proportionately similar 
‘to the top decile in the province of origin, community size, 
s sex of respondent and observed socioeconomic level variables. - 
The main differences existed in-'the total number in household,
' - • : 5 8 -  -  ’ ~
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family cycle, number of childi^eiS/marital, status , occupation 
and income of head of household variables« The distribution 
for the bottom, deciles indicated a larger family orientation 
with children’s ages largely in the 5 to 12 and 13 to 17 year 
brackets. There were many more single, young students still 
enrolled in public.or. high school ivCthin the bottom deciles. 
The participants in the bottom deciles of "walking or hiking"
were also from a.̂ slightly higher socioeconomic -level' \
if
' 3
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CHAPTER 5
ANALYSIS OF THE SOCIOECONOMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC 
CHARACTERISTICS OF MINORITY/HEAVY-USER GROUPS 
BETWEEN ACTIVITIES
\
a  The third hypothesis, namely that the minority/
heavy—user groups do not share the same socioeconomic and
demographic characteristics was anAlyzedi The criteria
for accepting or rejecting the third hypothesis consisted
of.the following: if one profile variable from each of the
three collapsed profile groups is found to be statistically.
different between two minority/heavy—user groups of two j
different activities, the tyro activity user groups are
statistically different. The three collapsed groups of
*
socioeconomic and demographic variables were: demographic,
family cycle and socioeconomic.■ . a
Siit activities previously examined for within-group
differences were now analyzed' for between—group differences.
' v  .1 . vFifteen combinations of two-activity analysis were imple­
mented. These'combinations arejoutlined in Table 49. Two-
sample chi square tests of proportional differences vwere
\
run between the fifteen combinations of the six activities 
using the fourteen socioeconomic and demographic variables.
In order to accept the third hypothesis using a level of'
. ]
significance of .05, 14 of the (15 between—activity combinations 
would have toj^be significant. ^Significance levels were 
set up using the formula 100 ' . As only eight of the
\  -
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TABLE 49
DERIVATION OF FIFTEEN TWO-ACTIVITY 







Result: 1. Trailer Ca/nping and Canoeing
«* „ 2» Trailer Camping and Hunting
3 . Trailer Camping and Walking or Hiking
4. Trailer Camping and Horseback Riding




& *  ̂ - 'Hunting^— o 7
Walking or Hiking 
Horseback Riding 
Sailing
Result: 6. ̂ Canoeing and Hunting
7. Canoeing $nd Walking or Hiking 
' 8. Canoeing and Horseback Riding











Walking or Hiking 
, Horseback 
Sailing1
Result: 10. Hunting and Walking or Hiking
11. Hunting and* Horseback Riding 





Walking or Hiking 
Horseback Riding 
Sailing
13. Walking or Hiking and Horseback Riding
14. Walking or Hiking and Sailing
- 62 -
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Result:





Walking or Hiking 
Horseback Riding
Sailing -----
. Horseback Riding and Sailing
-6 3s-
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jrfifteen activity combinations were significant, the third 
hypothesis was not upheld. -
Out of a possible 210 chi square tests, (15 
activities multiplied by 14 socioeconomic and demographic 
characteristics), 76 chi square tests were significant: 23
at the .05 level of. significance, 21 at the .01 level of 
significance and 32 at the .001 level (refer to Table 50).
The following socioeconomic and demographic variables are 
ranked in order of importance with those variables showing 
the highest level of significant differences plirced first: 
community'size (11), occupation of respondent^ (8), income 
group-of head of household— (-34, age group of respondent (7 ) >  
sex of respondent (61), children less than five years at
A. *■
home (6), children thirteen to seventeen years at home (6), 
marital status (6), tota|L number in household (5)j total 
number of children in hoiusehoTd under eighteen years (4)j 
province of.interview (4), children five to twelve years at 
home (2), observed socioeconomic level (2), education of 
respondent (l)* By collapsing the fourteen socioeconomic
I 'and demographic variables into the three profile groups,
demographic, family cycle and socioeconomic, the demographic
variables accounted for 34 of the 76 significant results.
The family cy&le variables accounted for 23 of the 76 and the
socioeconomijfi variables showed 19 signficant outcomes.
(refer to 'Ĵ able 51)*
i s a result of the between—activity testing
* •- procedure for minority activity groups, one hundred thirty-
four variable combinations out of two hundred ten (134 out of
210) were not significant. Thus 63.3^ of the cases
\
- 64-' *

















summary of results of chi square difference of proportion tests between combinations 
of top deciles of 6 outdoor recreational activities and 14 socioeconomic and
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.001 .001 .05 .001 .001 .001 . ° 5 .001
VAR003
Sex of Respondent .001 .001 .05 .001 .001 .001
VAR004
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Age Group of 
Respondent ;
• 05 .001 .001
- - .01 .05 .001 .001
VAR013
Income Group of 
Household Head
.05 .05 .05 .01 .01 • 05 i .01 .01
VAR014







-.jC — Trailer Camping 
C = Canoeing 
H = Hunting 
W/H = Walking or Hiking 
HBR = HorSet)ack;JRa;tiing 
S = Sailing
TABLE 51
THE FREQUENCY WITH WHICH CERTAIN SOCIOECONOMIC, FAMILY 
CYCLE AND DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES DISPLAYED SIGNIFICANT 








1. Province of Origin 4 15
2. Community Size. 11 15 ■
3. Sex of Respondent Jo 15
4. Total. Number in Household 5 15
. s. Children 5 Years at Home 6 15
6. Children 5 — 12 Years at 
Home
2 !5
7. Children 13 — 17 Years at 
Home
6 15
8. Total Number ot Children 





9. Marital Status of Respondent 6 i s  ;
10 •. Occupation of Respondent
8  . 18 :
11. Education of Respondent 1 15
12. Age Group of Respondent ^ 7 15
13. Income Group of Head of 
Household
8 15
14* Observed Socioeconomic Level 2 15 ■
TOTAL 76 210' '
- 68-
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were not significant between frequency group combinatid&s
using socioeconomic and demographic variables. Furthermore
84.53^ of the cases were not significant within, frequency
groups using socioeconomic and demographic variables as
stated in Chapter 4* These figures of non-significance
*
point to the general inadequacy of socioeconomic and demo­
graphic variables in explaining frequency of participation 
in-outdoor recreation activities as indicated by such authors, 
as Ferris (1970), Mercer (1971), Romsa (1974 ) > Sofranko and 
Nolan (1972), Yoesting and Burkhead (1973), Field and O'Leary 
(1973)t Burch (1969), Meyersohn (1969), Lee (1972), Yancy 
and Snell (1971) et cetera. Possibly .other differences such 
as perception, attitudes and value systems, childhood 
^experiences, and the. social group role of recreation do play 
a more significant role than socioeconomic status variables 
in explaining differential frequency of participation rates
of user groups both within and between activities.
\A brief description o f  each of the 15 combinations 
of activities follows in order to determine where differences 
in proportions lie between activities.
Trailer Camping- and Canoeing
- The statistical differences between trailer camping 
and canoeing were displayed in the province of interview, 
children -less than five years at home, children thirteen to
-69- “
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seventeen years at home, marital status, occupation of 
respondent and age group of respondent variables.
-j
Within the 11 province of interview” variable, 
there were proportionately more canoeists from Ontario and 
Quebec than for trailer camping. Few canoeists originated 
from the Maritime or Western Provinces. “The trailer camper 
appeared far more uniformly distributed save t o r  the 
Maritime Provinces where none existed. ,
Those canoeists within the top decile had almost 
no children in .the "under five" category compared with the 
top decile group of trailer campers, about one third of 
whom indicated that they had children in this age category. 
Children in the thirteen to seventeen age bracket were more 
' plentiful in the top decile for canoeing (68.0$) in ^
comparison with the trailer camping subgroup (38/0 . The
top decile participants in trailer camping appeared to be
1married persons who participated with their children. Many 
. * of the canoeists themselves were within the thirteen to
0seventeen age bracket.
Within the occupation .variable,' far more canoeists 
indicated that they were students (60.9?®). than in trailer . 
camping (26.5$) • More trailer campers were hotqemakers (37*2$) 
and white collar workers (15*6$) than canoeists. O ’he age 
group variable between the two activities was d(ppositely 
skewed. Canoeists, for the most part, were teenagers (60.9$); 
the trailer campers were mature adults i.e. within the 30 - 
49 year age bracket (50.0$).*. _ c.
Trailer- Camping and Hunting
- vThe main differences between the activities trailer
-70-
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camping and hunting arose in the following variables: 
community size, sex of respondent, occupation of respondent 
and income group of head of'household 
tj- The top decile hunters were ^largely from a rural/
small—town environment ( 7  5 % ) '  The minority/frequency group 
for trailer camping was chiefly from larger urban centres 
(5 5 % ) .  Hunters were almost exclusively male (97*5 %) compared 
with a 55/ - 4 5/ male-female ratio in the trailer camping . 
subgroup.
Trailer campers were personified, by a large 
homemaker occupation group; students and blue collar workers 
predominated in hunting.-. Almost 4.4% o f  the hunters were 
withih the $5»999 or under income categories while only 23*5/ 
o'f the trailer campers fell into these income categories.
About 44/ 'of the traileh camping subgroup were in the $9,000 * 
$14*000 or more income brpckbts in comparison with 19*5/ of * 
the hunting subgroup.
Trailer Camping and Walking or Hiking
f
The activities trailer camping ajnd walking or. hiking
1showed thrpe variable differences. These variables were:
total number in household, total number of children less than
18 years residing at home and income of head of household.
 ̂ The top decile frequency group for walking or hiking
tended to have a smaller household size of either one or two \ -
(38.2/) in comparison with trailer camping enthusiasts (17*6/) 
Trailer camping enthusiasts had a propensity toward larger
* Thousehold sizes of four to seven (61.8/). Also, a majority
\of the walking or hiking minority group possessed no children 
(44 72/) in comparison with trailer campers (29/)• Trailer
-71-
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campers had larger numbers of children ("three or more: 38.1/2)
than walkers or hikers ("26.2/2).
About 1552 of the trailer camping heads of households
. earned less than $5,999 with 4 1 . 6% of the walkers or hike'rS
being represented within these income categories. Only Z 1 %
* >of the top decile group of walkers or hikers earned between
$6,000 and $10,499 compared with 58% of the trailer camping
heads of households. The upper income groups were similarly
distributed between trailer campers (17*6^) and walkers or
liiVers (19.4/2). -
Trailer Camping and Horseback Riding „
The dissimilarities between trailer camping and'
^ ; ^lorseback riding occurred in the variables of '-‘community size,
children less than five years at home, total number of 
jchildren in household, occupation of respondent and age 
(group of respondent.
The top decile for horspback riding originated 
predominantly from rural areas (69*7%) ' , only 14-7^ o € th‘e 
trailer campers were’from a rural background being pre­
dominantly urban oriented (55*8$). j
One-third of the trailer camping subgroup indicated 
an affirmative response to "children less than five years 
at home" compared with only 18.6/2 of the horseback riding 
' top decile, ^Vbout 7 2 % of the horseback riding subgroup • 
j had no children or siblings in the under five year category
I with only '3852 of the trailer campers, giving a negative ' ] .  ̂  ̂ %
Response to this variable.
-72-
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The" "total number of children in household" variable 
indicated that trailer campers had a larger proportion with 
no children, less numbers of children between one and three, 
about .10$ greater1 in the four and five-category with less
f
children in the' six to ten categories when compared to the
distribution of the horseback riding subgroup.
Almost 70$ of the' horseback riding top decile were
identified as .students, 13*9$ were homemakers,-11 -.6$ blue
collar workers and. 4 • 6/a white collar workers. Trailer
• campSrs were predominantly identified as homemakers (38.2$^),
students (29*4/0 » blue collar workers (14*7/0 > or white
. 1
collar, workers (17*6$). •
Within the "age group of respondent" variable, 60.4$ 
of the top decile within horseback riding were between the • 
ages of 10 to 15 years. Tĥ e 35 to 49 year age bracket held 
the largest accountability of the total ' (44*170 within 
trailer camping. .The age distributions for trailer camping 
and horseback riding were as follows: 10 to 15 years (20.5$,
trailer camping: 60.4$, horseback riding), 16 to 19. years
(8.8$ and 13.9$), 20 to, 24 yearjs" (11.7$ and 13'.9$), 25 to 
34 years ('14»7$ a r i f t ^ 9 , 3 % )  and 35. to 49 years (44*1$ and 2.3$).
Trailer Camping and Sailing
■i . . . . .  ,-rr.The chief incommensurabilities between trailer
camping and sailing S&ere in three variables: community size',
tmarital status and income group; of. head, of household.
The sailing group was almost exclusively urban
- * *
oriented with 93$ of the subsample from cities between
100,000 and 500,000 or over. "Only 6.25$ ^f the sailing
-  ' ' -r>: ' *
r•  ̂ j ■
v- I ... V'v-




enthusiasts were fiom a rural area. Trailer campers were 
distributed in the following manners cities over 500,000, 
35*2$: cities of 100,000 to 500,000, 20.5$: cities of
30,000 to 100,000-, 11.7$:' communities l-,000 to 30,000, 8.S2$
and 14*7/3 rural. \
About. 81$ of the sailing ,minority group were single 
and I S . 5/3 married. Inversely, over 64/3 of the trailer 
camping subgroup were married, 32.3$ being single.
The "income group of household head" variable 
indicated that the primary differences between trailer 
camping and sailing were found in the ■$14,000 and over income" 
category. ..The sailing subgroup had 31.2 5$ within this income
category compared with 2.9$ for trailer camping. The modal
income category for trailer campers was tied at 16.3$ for . 
both the $?6', 000 - $7,499 and $7,500 - $8,999 income groups.*
The modal^income for sailing was $14,000 or more (31.25$).
Canoeing A,Hunting  --- 3
P
top depiles for canoeir^? and Jumi/ing held 
dissimilarities-• for! the following variables: province of
interview,", community size, sex . of respondent, childre’ri less
s - 1 < •than five years at home, children thirteen to seventeen years° 
at home, education of .respondent, incojjftj. group of head of  ̂
household/and observed socioeconoriiic^level.
I . ^  •• " ■" '^Canoeists were^primarily centred in‘ Ontario'(56.1$)
and Quebec (29*2$), the Maritime and Western.provinces " •/
accounting, for 2 .4$ and 12.,1$ of the total respectively.
t 1 • " ■ 'Hunters were** primarily found in Ontario (31 *7$), ..the Western
./(V
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provinces (36.5/')* Quebec (21.970 and the Maritime provinces
(9 *-7 577), Those participants in the top decile of- canoeing.-.
✓- were primarily urban—oriented:. 60. 97j were from urban areis
with, a population range of 1 0 0 , 0 0 0  t o  5 0 0 , 0 0 0  and pver.
Only 12.177 of the canoeists were from a rural setting.
Hunters, on the other hand, --were chiefly rurally-centred
( 51 • — 0 ) ? only 14*677' were from cities ranging-in size from
100,000 to 500,000 and over. - "
The ratio of males to females was decidedly different
between the two activities. Hunting was male-dominated" v
(97*5/7) while canoeing had a ratio^of 65*8/ male to 34 *277'"*
female. The variable "children less than five years at home"
*displayed significant differences•between canoeists and
 hunters. -About 68/7 of the canoeing subsample had no children
within the under five category compared with 51 * 277 of .the 
hunting spbsample. . Ap affirmative response to the "children,
less than five years at home" variable illicited 7*3/7 of-ther
total canoeing subsample and 29*5/7 of the hunting frequency 
group. The s e c o n d c y c l e  variable ,which differed 
between the two activities was "children 13 to 17 years at 
'home." More canoeists had children in this age category in 
comparison with the hunters. About 6877 of the canoeists 
versus 51 *2-# of the hunters answered affirmatively. Only 
• 7.3/7 of the canoeing subgroup had no children in the 13 to
' fc
17'age group compared with a percentage figure of- 29*2'/7 for. 
the hunting subgroup. About one-quafter of the canoeing 
frequency group had no children at all under 18 years of a'ge 
residing at home. The hunting subgroup contained 19 * 577 of 
the total participants who had no siblings or children
( ■
-7 5-
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under 18 years of age.l *
The socioeconomic variables which were dissimilar 
between the two activities ’were: education of respondent,
income group of head of household and observed socioeconomic 
level. Within the education variable, about 24-?, more of 
tl^ canoeing subsample had a post—secondary education of some 
form or other. The modal education values for canoeing and 
j hunting were similar between the'* two activities. About 3 6.6%
I of the c’anocing subsample indicated an education level of 
 ̂ "some”high school." A figure of 48.8% for the hunting
subgroup was offered for the modal e'^ucation level of "some 
high school.” - ’ ^
The "income of head of household" yariable displayed 
a higher level of income for the oanoeiftg subgroup than the 
hunting subgroup. About *41# of the heads of households for
. - '■ - o '  *
hunters earned under $5*999 compared with only 9*75% of the 
canoeing frequency group. Also, 34*1% of the heads of 
households for canoeing'earned between $10,500 and $14,000 
or more in comparison with 9.7%' of the total heads of
| Ihouseholds for hlmting. The modal income groups for-hunting 
and canoeing were $4*500 -#$5*999 (24*4$) and $9*000 - $10,499 
(19* 5$) respectively. ^
The "observed socioeconomic level" variable showed
that almost 60% of the hunting subgro.up were in the lower—
<middle to lower socioeconomic classes.. There Were only 2 8.6% 
of the canoeists in these lower class categories. . -The middle
class participants in hunting and canoeing were 39% and 48*7%
*respectively.- Those participants, in the upper-middle socio-
t 4
m,economic class for hunting and canoeing totalled 24*3% and 7*3
-76- (
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Canoeing and Walking or Hiking
The comparison between the socioeconomic and demo— . 
graphic variables of canoeing and walking or hiking displayed 
eight dissimilarities. These dissimilarities were found in 
the following eight variables: province of interview, sex
of respondent, children less than five years at home, 
children 13 to 17 years at home, marital status, occupation 
of respondent, age group of respondent, and income group 
of head of household.
The province of interview variable was distributed 
in the following manner for canoeing: the Maritimes, 2.4f2:
Quebec, 29-27'.: Ontario, 56/.: the Western, Provinces, 12.1^.
Walkers or hikers alternatively were found,in the following 
regions: the Maritimes, 7--3T2: Quebec, 29-5/2: Ontario>
27.5^: the Western Provinces, 35 • 5% • &y comparison, the 
top decile respondents in walking or hiking were distributed 
more uniformly than canoeists. More walkers and hikers were 
found in the Western Provinces than canoeists and, conversely 
' more canoeists were found in Ontario than walkers or hikers.
The demographic variable dissimilarities were sex r  ,*
of respondents, marital status and agCj group of respondent. 
There were far more male participants in the top frequency 
g-roTipJfor canoeists than for walking or hiking enthusiasts. 
^Inversely, there was a greater majority of females in the - 
walking or hiking activity compared with canoeing. The male — 
female ratios for canoeing and walking or hiking were: 65-8^
male, 34 .2% ■ female : ' 45.6^ male, 54-4a> female. Within canoeing 
75.6$ were single, 2 ^ . 3 %  married and no participants were 
divorced, widowed or separated. - The walking or hiking parti­
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divorced or separated. More1 canoeists were single, and less , 
widowed, divorced or separated than*',those participants in 
walking or hiking. Another difference within the demographic 
grouping was the "age group of respondent" variable. The 
age distribution for canoeists wasr- 10 to 15 years, jl»4$:
16 to 19 years, 19.5/i: 2 6 : to 24 years,. 14 . 6*$: 25 to 34
years, 4.8$ and 35 bo 49 years, 19.5$. The age groups for 
the' top decile in walking or hiking were distributed in the
following manner: 10 to 15 years, 14«75 16 to 19 years,
14$: 20 to 24 years, 9-3$: 25 to 34 years, 12.7$:' 3 5 bo
49 years, 48* 99/a. Canoeists, in the main were teenagcjrs, 
with </o. 9% under 19 years of age. The'largest group within
. C it o
walking or hiking were those in the 3 5 bo 49 year bracket
(48 -995S) .
The family cycle variables of note were: children
less than five years at home, and children 13 to 17 years
' '< * at home. The distributions for canoeing and walking or
hiking respectively were as follows: no children less than
I * 'five, 68.2$ and '37 • 5$: children less than five years, 7*3$'
and 18.1$: no children less than 18 yeans, 24 .3$ and-44 • 2 %.  .
Canoeists had proportionately for less children or siblings •
in the "under five year" category than those walking or
“ hiking. About 44*2$ of those walk\ing or hiking had no children
at home under 18 years of age in lieu of the 24-3% figure
for canoeing. *
Mo/re participants in walking or hiking appeared
"to have children within the 13 •■to 17 age bracket (30.8$)' I S ' "
than in t Y f c under 5 year category (18.1$). Also, 24*8$ of 
the walkers or hikers had no children in the 13 to 17 age
■ / ' \ _ 7,u ■■ '
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bracket as/ veil ast.44.2# who had no children less than 18
years'. - Almost 70# of the canoeists had children or siblings
in the 13 to 17 hge group, with 7 *<3# stating a negative •
response to this question. Again, 24*3# of the canoeists
had no children under 18 years of age. ' .
Occupation•of respondent and income group of head
of household were.the socioeconomic variables which differed
*between the two top frequency decile groups. The major 
>differences encountered in the occupation variable occurred 
betwpen the canoeists who indicated a'student occupation 
classification (60.9#) 3ftd the walkers or hikers who were 
strongly homemaker—oriented (46.9/0* The white and blue 
collar occupation categories between the two activity groups 
were closely comparable.. White collar occupation classois 
were: 7.3# for canoeists, 7>8# for those walkers or hikers.
Blue collar (skilled or unskilled labour) occupation categories 
were 17# for canoeists and 1 4 % for those respondents in 
walking or’ hiking. ' '
The "income of head of househpld" variable was also 
a source of dissimilarity between the two activity groups.
The[walking or hiking enthusiasms were represented strongly 
in rhe under $7,499 income class, (less than $2,999 to $7,499)
Iwifh 51.6#. The modal income of household head'for walkingI , ' *•
I ■ : >or hiking was $4,500 - $5,999 (19*4/0 • The canoeists modal
income of household head was $9,000 — $10,499 (19*5#). The 
majority of the canoeists were within the category of $7,500 
to $14,000 arrd above (70.7#). The Vieads of householcj^s for' 
those top frequency participants in( canoeing appeared finan­
cially better-off than those in walking o r ;hiking.
-79-
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Canoeing and Horseback Riding ■
The differences between the top decile participants 
in canoeing and horseback riding were limited to four vari­
ables: province of interview, community size, children
between the ages of 13 to 17 years a id income group of 
household head.
The distribut4 for canoeing in th<^ ” province of 
/interview” variable was as follows: the Maritimes, 2;1 % :
Quebec,, 29*2^: Ontario, ,56^: the Western Provinces, 12.1/^
» C.Horseback riding buffs were distributed in the following
manner: the Maritimes, 11.6^: Quebec, ’11.6^: Ontario,
37 • 2^: the Western Provinces, 39»5&* More horseback riding
enthusiasts were found .̂n the Maritimes, and the Western
Provinces than the canoeing group. The province of origin
for canoeists was strongly/, biased toward Ontario and. Quebec.
*The top decile groCip for canoeing was also strongly oriented 
towards large urban centres (60.9S&,), the horseback riding 
participants being largely.rural ( 6 9 * 7 % ) *
V _ . 1 ’ , .
More canoeists had dependents oi* siblings in the 13 
to 17 age group in comparison'with the horseback" ridingc'
contingent. The distribution for canoeists and horseback
‘ «
riders was as follows: no children in the 13 to. 17 age group
7 * 3 % and 325$: children in' the 13 "to 17 age group, 68.2% and
58.1^: no children less than 18 years at home, 24»3/o and
9 * 3 % •  Those participants in horseback riding had more ' \
siblings or dependents in l o w e r : age groups than canoeists.
I
As stated previously, jthe canoeists' modal income 
of household head was the $9,0(jl0 - $10,499 income category
I
- i
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(19•5$)> with the majority in the $7*500 - $14,000 and over 
bracket. The modal income of the household heads for horse­
back riders was the $6,000 - $7*499 income^pategory (18.6$) 
with the majority being in the $7 >499 and under income group 
(51$). Only 11.ST$ of the household. heads for the horseback 
riding frequency group earned between $12,000 and $14,000 
or more. Over twice the number of househo-ld heads for 
canoeing earned aji income of $12,000 — $14*000 or mote (24*4$)
Canoeing and Sailing
The two water—oriented activities were quite similar 
in regards to socioeconomic and demographic variables. The 
sole difference lay in the community size variable. The . - 
sailing buffs were almost inclusively centred in large urban 
areas of 100,000 to '500,000 and over (9 3*75$). The canoeists, 
on the other hand were 60.9$ urban-oriented (urban centres 
of 100,000 -to 500,.000 or more). .About 12.1$.were strictly 
rural, and 26.8$ were from three community sizes ranging from,1 
1,000 to 100,000. . :
c-
Hunting and Walking or Hiking ■-
The socioeconomic and demographic comparisons 
between the two activities of hunting and walking or hiking 
produced ten dissimilarities. The t<̂ .̂ dissimilarities were 
apparent £n community size, sex of responded®, total number
. - ' . / ‘ * j ^
in household, children less than five at home, children 5 
to 12 at home, children 13 to 17 at home, total number of 
children in household, marita]( status, occupation of
-451-
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respondent and age group of respondent.
The demographic differences were: community size,
sex of respondent,' marital status and age group~of respondent. 
As stated previously, hunters were primarily rural/small- 
community oriented (63.4/0 with walking or hiking ̂ enthusiasts 
being strongly oriented toward large urban centres (60.4/0 • -
Hunters were 'predominantly male (97*5$) compared with a
• male - female ratio of 45.6/' - 54*3$ for walking, or hiking. 
About 56$ of the hunting3frequency group were single, 41*4$ 
married and 2.4$ widowed, divorced or separated. The 'walking . 
or hiking top decile had 41*6$ single, 46.9$ iharried and
^11.4$ widowed,' divorced or separated. There were less single, 
more married and more widowed, divorced or separated persons 
in the walking or hiking activity group. The modal age group 
for walkers or hikers was 35 to 39 years' (38.2$) with almost 
50$ of'these participants in the 35 to 49 year age category.
• The modal age category for the top-decile in hunting was 12 
to 14 years (29.2$) with 48$ of this subsample between 10 
'and 19 years •
The family cycle variables which caused proportional 
dissimilarities were: total number in household, children
less than 5 years at home, children 5 to 12 years at home, 
children 13 to 17 years at home and total number of children 
in household. As mentioned previously, 38*2$ of the walking
or hiking subgroup had one or two in the household, with 28.1$' ;
having three or four members, -23*4$ with five or six members, 
and 10.06$ possessing a household size of 7 to 1.0 or more.
The modal family size for walking-or hiking wasjtwo (26.1$).
- 8 2 -
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Hunters on the other hand had a modal value of four or six
s '(tied with 24.3^ each) in the household. The distribution 
of total household size for hunting was 7 • 3 % (one or two),
34 . I f a  (three or four), five or six (41-4/S) and 17-0^ (7 to 
10 or more).
1 iOf the walking or hiking enthusiasts who had children 
under the age of 18 (44-2^ did' not), 18.17> indicated that 
they had children under the age of five years, 32.2% stated 
that their children ranged in age from five to twelve^ years 
and 30.8/j had children in the thirteen to seventeen age 
bracket. Approximately 19-5/S of the hunting frequency group 
did not have any children residing at home undfer 18 years.
The proportion of children in each age category for-hunting 
was: under five-years, 29-2^: five ,to twelve years, 60.9/S:
thirteen to seventeen years, 51-2^.
The "total number of children in household" variable
- ' ' portrayed the smaller family sizes of the walking of hiking
subgroup in comparison with the hunting frequency subgroup.
The modal value for the number of children in household
within walking or hiking^was none (44-2%)* The modal value
i
for hunting was three (24.3/S) with only 19-5^ indicating no! f
children. Therefore differences occurred between the top 
decile of hunting and walking or hiking in size of household, 
tbtal number of children and their age categories. ;
The Sole socioeconomic variable which was significant 
was the "occupation of respondent." The distribution for 
walking of hiking as stated previously was Strongly homemaker- 
oriented (46.9/£) : white collar participants accounted for
- 8 3 -
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7.8/j: bliae^ collar walkers or hikers, 14% and ̂ students' 26.12/J
The distribution for hunters was: homemaker, 2 .4#: whit'e
collar workers, 4 •"8/$! blue collar workers, 34*17-V^ students,
46.34/S* The primary differences between the two activity
groups were within the homemaker, blue collar worker and
student categories.
% >
Hunting and Horseback Riding
The sex of respondent and age group o f ' respondent 
were the two differences which .occurred between the top
t
decile activity groups ,of hunting and horseback riding. 
Hunters were characterized by a male dominance ( -97  • 5 % )  j the' 
male — female ratio for horseback riders was 5§.l^ male,^' 
43»9/o female. Participants in horseback ridiaig tended to be 
grouped in the younger age categories. About p o , 4 %  x>£ the 
top decile participants within horseback riding werje • between * 
•the ages, of 10 to IS years, compared with 36 .57» of (the top 
d£cile^gra,up within hunting. A large group of hunting 
enthusiasts ( 3 7  • ! - % ) were between 30 and 49 years of age in 
comparison to 6 , 9 %  for horseback riding.participants.
Hunting and Sailing .
Hunting and sailing" frequency groups‘had six 
variables which differed between them. These variables 
^hcluded community size, sex of respondent, total number in 
household, occupation of respondent, income group of head 
of household and -observed socioeconomic level.
Hunting was predominantly male-oriented ( 9 7 , 5 % ) -  
Community size was characterized as being largely rural
- T " -  -... ... : '
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(63*4/0* Medium, to large family sizes were in the main with 
the primary occupation being largely student (46.34/0 'with 
a minority of blue collar workers (34*13/0* The majority 
of the'heads .of households in hunting earned under $7j499 
and had a -lower-middle to middle class orientation.
Sailing.was characterized,by a male — female ratio 
of 6 2 . 5 %  to 37*5/0 The sailing buffs, were Id^gely urban — 
oriehted (93*7 5 7 0  and possessed smaller family sizes. The 
majority were /students (62.5%) and the majority of heads of 
households earned in excess of $7*500^ The observed 
socioeconomic level was predominantly middle class.
• rWalking or Hiking and Horseback Riding
Nine differences occurred between the socioeconomic 
and "demographic variables of the top decile frequency groups 
for walking or hiking I and horspback riding. These dif ferences 
were as follows: / community’ size, total number in household, ■ 
children loss than 5 years at home, children 5 to 12 years 
at home, children .13 jto 17 years at home, total number of
■} children in household, marital status, occupation of respondent
i f I ' 'and age group of respondent. As the percentage distributions 
f or/̂ the socioecortomi.c and demographic variables have been 
mentioned many times previously, oinly the highlights of the 
differences will be/offered for -the remaining three activity 
■ combinations.
The demographic variables which displayed unequal
1 *
• proportionality were: community size, marital status and
r •
age group of respondent. • Those participants in,the tenth
" - 8 5 - /  ’ ,
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/  I ■
decile for horseback riding were, for the-most part, rural 
(69*7^)> single (79*0^) and 10 to 15 years of age (60.4^)* 
Walkers or hikers were chiefly from large ur-ban centres 
(60.4^)j with 4 . 1 . 6 %  being single and 46.9^ married-. The 
age distribution was heavily skewed toward the 30 to 49 
year age group (52 *3^)* . ' .
The "family cycle variables showed a smaller house­
hold size fo,r 'walking or hiking. The walking or hiking.* '• • - .
subgroup had^a propensity toward total household sizes of 5
or less (81‘. 8%)- compared with horseback riding which displayed
a tendency toward total household sizes of five or more (69*7%)■
The majority of the walking or hiking" subgroup had no children
under 18 years of age ( 4 4 . 2 %  versus 9* . 3% foy the activity
horseback riding). This va^ue accounted fb'r :the major • • .*
differences in the three age categdry of children variables.
Of those within both- top decile groups who had children or«< * 1 * siblings within the- three age categories, the proportions
> ' , ' • • ' were generally similar. Those minority participants in
walking or hiking tended to .have smaller, families ^vith fewer 
children than the horseback riding subgroup. \
^ ' The "occupation of respondent" variable was the' sole
'variable which Vas significantly different. There -were pro­
portionally mo.re students within the horseback,1 riding subgroup
* . 1 *- 
than in' the tenth decile for walking or hiking.^ The Walking
or hiking enthusiasts possessed more participants in the 
homemaker pategory.
\ 'v . . .  ~
Walking or Hiking and Sailing • -
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minority/heavy—users in walking or hiking and sailing occurred 
in the community size, marital status, occupation of,respondent
o ■ ;and income of head of household variables. ■ ’
„ Sailing enthusiasts |/ere generally characterized by
being exclusively urban (^3.75/5), primarily single ( 81.2 5/0
witji an occupation* category of student (62.5/5) . These
participants were chiefly in the 10 to 15 y c a r o l d  class
(56.25/5) with the heads of households earning in excess of
$9,000 (62.570 . * ' .
■ The tenth decile walkers arid hikers were less
urbanized (-60.4/S) with more participants originating from
smaller urban commurjities (21.47/0* About 18/5 were rural.
• ' ^A-majority were nutrried (46.9/5) with a modal occupation
category of homemaker (38.2/5), followed by student class ;
. (28.875). .A majority-within the top decile of walking or
hiking were older than tl^e-majority of the tdnth decile
within sailing (3j) to 49 ^ea^-category accounted- for 52.3/0, 
with the heads of households -/chiefly e ^ n i n g  less-thhn . $8, 999 •
’ "S l \ t •Horseback Riding and Saxling\  s ,
£  . ' ' . . < -j _ .. 5
Only two significant dif^renQcs;"wbrev ap^aVen^
between the ‘top decile frequency groups horseback riding '
and" sailing. ’ These->di:£fereneejs were within the. community
yr
size and total number in household variables.
The minority/hnavy-users^.in horseback ricTing w^re 
particularly .rural. The -saili/^g participants were exclusively 
,from large urban centres. ; The sailing frequency group had a
'* - j
^najori^/y with household sizes of one to three persons "(56.25/5)
- ^ ^  .
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Vwith 4 to 5 persons accounting for 31 .2 5^ of the total suB— 
sample. Those sailing enthusiasts with total family si’zefs
, v. *
of greater than six were in the minority. The top decile
for horseback raiding had total household sizes of 4 to 5 in
the main with sizes, of 6 to 10 or more accounting for 32 . 55,̂
*of the total. Smaller household sizes o'f one' to three 
accounted for only 16.23/’> of the total horseback ridfpg sub-
"s '■sample. & '
Summary \
( j  . Table 50 summarizes the results of tlic testing of
hypothesis tnree. Eight two-activity combinations were, 
significant w\th- seven two-activity’combinations being non-' 
significant. Given a level of significance of .05, in order 
to accept hypothesis three, 14 out of the 15 two-activity 
combinations would have to be significant. Hypothesis three 
was not upheld as only eight of .fifteen two-acti>vity combina­
tions were significant. ' * J
The two—activity combinations 'd.n which a significant 
difference arose were'! trailer camping and canoeing, trailer 
camping and horseback riding, canoeing and hunting, canoeing 
and horseback riding, hunting and'walking or hiking, hunting 
and sailing, walking or hiking and ̂ lorseback riding (refer 
to Table 52)..JEUe activity combinations which were not 
signif ielint were: trailer camping'and hunting, trailer
camping and walking or hiking, ‘trailer camping and sailing, 
canoeing and sailing, hunting and horseback riding, walking 
or hiking and sailing and horseback riding and sailing.
- 8 8 - .
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TABLE >2
1 — ': *
A SUMMARY o f THE RESULTS OF THE TESTING o f  t h e t h i r d ' 
HYPOTHESIS:' DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FIFTEEN TWO-ACTIVITY 
COMBINATIONS' OF SIX MINORITY/HIiAYXgUSER GROUPS USING 
THREE COLLAPSED SOCIOECONOMIC AND.DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES 
(DEMOGRAPHIC,' FAMILY CYCLE ANlXsOCIOECONOMIC )
_ __ __ .
• ACTIVITY) .
c o m b i / a t IoN s ;
VARIABLES* WHICH HYIFFERED " 
BETWEEN ACTIVITIES .T * .
SIGNIFICANT OR 
NOT SIGNIFICANT
-1.. Trailer Camping Age Group (.05) Significant■
and. D , Marital Status (.001) i 1Canoeing Province of Interview /\ _( • o 5) ' • . / .
• r- ' • • /Children <. 5 Years ( .01)
FC Children 13 - 17 Years>
N J.oi) •♦ ‘




Communit^ Size (.001) . Not Significant
and- Sex ( .001) (No Difference's
. Hunting • between Family
SE 'Occupation (.001) ' Cycle VariablesTflcome .05) .
3. Trailer Canjping Total Number in Not Significant
and ■ , F C Household (.05) . * (No DifferencesWalking' or Total Number of Children between Demo­
Hiking \ (.01) graphic Vari­
\
■' > * ables )
SE |_Income ( .05) u
4. Trailer Camping Agc Group (.001) Significant
and ^Community Size (.001)
Horseback Riding
■Children 5 Years (.01)' *♦' FC Total Number of Children
*■ _(.° 5) . %
V SE fOccupation (.01) , J X
' ■ X /“-N
V \  ' .■>
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TABLE 52 (Cont'd)
Ac t i v i t y  
c o m b i  n a t i o n's ‘




5« Trailer Camping 
and y.Sailing
<1p- '. jCommunity Size (-05) 
j^krrital Status (.01)









Province o f .Interview
( » 0 5) ' . .






Children 5 Years (.05) 
Children 13 —. 17 Years













Province of Interview 
‘(.01)
Age Group ( .001)'
■Sex ( . (\5) ' 




Childrdn 5 Years (.01) 
Children 13 - 17 Years 
(.001) .
N. SE ["Occupation (.001) 
Income . ('. 01)











/ FC ("Childlen 13 - 17 Years





(  . ' ' 












[Community Size. (.05 )• ^ Not Significant 
(No Difference^ 
between either 





• Walking or 
Hiking
/




Total Number in 
Household (.001.) • 
Children <C 5 Years (.01) 
Children 5 — 12- Years 1
(r°5) /
Childreh 13 - 17 Years (.01)




















[Community Size (.001) Sex (.001) ^
[Total Number in Household (.01) ^
’-91- ' -
Significant














15 • Horseback Riding 
and
Sailing ^







Age Grou^ ( . OO'l)
D Community Size (.001) 
Marital Status (.001) v
Total Number.in 
Household (.001)'- 
Children 5 Years (.001) 
Children 5 - 1 2  Years 
FC- (.001) .
Children. 13 - 17 Years 
(.001)





Community Size‘( .05) 
Marital Status- (.01) 
Age Group (.001) °
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CHAPTER 6
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS • , . —
/it was- the purpose of,'this study: (a) to analyzeI
the extent to which certain subaggregate grpups of sampled 
outdoor recreation participants ryccount for total participa­
tion, in each of eighteen outdoor recreational activities;
(b)- to determine if these subaggrcgate groups within each 
outdoor recreation activity 'possess distinctive socioeconomic 
apd demographic characteristics and (c) to. ascertain if sub—
t
aggregate group characteristics vary between activities
according to socioeconomic and demographic characteristics.
/ The xiisaggregation of each of the eighteen outdoor
recreation activities resulted in the formation of two distinct * '
» groups:, a minority group who accounted for a majority of the 
total outdoor recreation participation and, inversely, a 
majority group who accounted for a minority of the total 
outdoor recreation participation. This was true for six of 
the outdoor recreation activities: trailer camping, hunting,
canoeing, walking or hiking, horseback ridS^ig and sailing.
A cOf the twelve remaining 'activities, nine activities displayed1 ' ,
a definite trend foward tlie ,minority/heavy--user hypothesis.
It was also found that subaggregate user groups within
activities.did not possess distinctive socioeconomic and
demographic characteristics. Six activities (trailer camping,
hunting, canoeing, walking or hiking, horseback riding and
« ;
-93- ' !
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sailing! were analyzed for differences between minority/ 
heavy-usp and majority/light-user groups us^Lng fourteen 
socioeconomic 'demographic, variables. Five of the six
within—activity comparisons showed only'nominal differences 
between the two user groups. Walking or hiking was- the sole 
activity in which a significant difference occurred between 
the minoripy/heavy—user and majority/light—user groups.
Finally, subaggregate group characteristics did 
not vary, significantly between activitie's according to socio­
economic and\demographic characteristics. The six activities 
examined-for within—group differences were further examined 
for between-gboup dif£ererices. Six minoi0-ty/heavy-user
groups of the six activities (trailer camping, hunting,
canoeing, walking or hiking, horseback riding and sailing)
were tested for significant differences using fourteen
socioeconomic and demographid variable^. Fifteen two-activity
♦combination^ were significant when using socioeconomic hnd 
demographic variables in an explanatory capacity.
The possible implications from the results of this 
study to future research methodology is offered in the 
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7
Research and Planning Implications $
The major consequence {To arise from this study was 
the general inability of social aggregate variables to 
explain^frequency of participation for six activities. Past 
research efforts have demonstrated that' social .aggregate 
characteristics were -useful in explaining or predicting 
participation and non-participation for various outdoor 
recreation, activities. There may be two possible reasons 
for the divergent results of this study and past outdoor 
recreation studies. .
Firstly, when analyzing participation or non­
participation for certain activities, once the non-participants 
haVt; been removed from the analysis, the major source of 
variance disappears. Secondly, differences - in social aggregate 
characteristics between various activities could have been 
‘ valid at the time they were analyzed or these research studies 
could have been the result of some random error element. If 
social aggregate characteristics proved useful in analyzing
. v
both participation or non-participation and participation 
differences between activities, they should also have been
i '*
instrumental in explaining frequency of participation for 
this study.
' Due to the inability of these social aggregate
characteristics in explaining or predicting participation
frequency, planners should be wary or cautious of planning
studies which‘depend entirely upon the^se variables to predict
total. consumption or demand. Projections based upon measures . 
J' ' 1 of participation frequency using socioeconomic and demographic
variables may produce estimates of outdoor recreation demand
-95-
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y
• /which are so unreliable that they render useless any 
estimates of supply facilities.
Therefore a suggestion is made that the present, 
lines of investigation be "abandoned or modified and a search 
for new variables which can better explain or predict outdoor 
recreation participation be undertaken. -
-96- •
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TA BLE 4 I
— 1 ~~ '
A L IS T  OF THE E IG H T E E N  OUTDOOR R EC R E A TIO N  A C T I V IT IE S  
IN D IC A T IN G ^  FREQUENCY OF P A R T IC IP A T IO N , NUMBER OF P A R T IC IP A N T S







I X '■ 128 128
2 39 '_____ _ 78
3 - 30 ' ; 90
4 27 108
5 85
6, 1 13- 78
7 r 9 63
• ‘ 8 • 6 48
10 19 190 .
12 . 12 144
14 3 42
15 6 90
17 1 . 17
2/) 8 . 16o
24 1 24
25 ■‘ ̂  . 2 i 50
27 1 27 -
28 1 28
30 6- 180
40 4 160 , ■' ^
’-■42 1 42
50 ' 1 50
60 ■ « • 2 120
90 2 180
. ISO • 1 • 180
;£ x - 340 ^  y-= 2,362
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Numbe r o f Number of
Frequency v Individuals (x.) Activity* Trips, (y)
I X  2 5 7 V =  . • 257
2 * 154 308 r
3 . I ' 75 225
4 50 - ... 200
5 ' 42 210
6 31* 186 •
• - i'y 13 ’ 91
8 - 11 ■ 88 J
" .9 ; 1 /« 9
10'- 46 - 460
11 1 11
12 12 144
• 7 ■ 985 24615^ • J.6 - j
20- ■: 17 ( • _ . 340
21 : 3 ' -‘I r f " 63
25 " 3 • > 75■ 27^ 1 27 1
28 ' . 1 • ' ' 28
# 0 .7 210
3i : 1 31
- 35 1 P40 ' . . 3 1 2 0
49 1 ^ 49 -
50 5 2 50
60 2 ■ 120 ' ^
"7 5 1 75
90 1 90* *
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Frequency Indivitluals_ (x) . Activity Trips C-y)
I X ‘ ' 43 ■ 4J ■
2 23 46
3 10 30
' 4 10 • 40
5 t . ' 3- 15
6 2 12
7 ' 4 28
8 1 8
■ 9- 1 1 . 9
10 . 4 40
12 3 • 36
15 , 2 f  ! /  6020 3
21 1 21
2 5- ' 1 1 2 5 . .
> 30 2 ✓ ■ 60'
40 1 40
* 42 £ 1 -42 '
_ __________  .1
' 7
£  X - 115 ^  y = 585
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TABLE 7 - .
• HUNTING ,
, Number•of ,' Number of
Frequency ' Individuals (xr) Activity Trifjs (y)
1 x ' 92 ; = - ' . . .92 ' ' ’ '
2 64 . 12S. •-
. 3 • 46 138-
4 38 ■ 152 ' . '
5 33 . ' ’ T 6S .
6 ; '21* . . . 12-6. ‘ ■
7 ‘ 5 • X  35 •
8 , 9 72 ' .
. 10 . 30 300
11 , 2 ' 22 > : •
12 • 1 0 _ 120
14 > . 3 * *' 42 ■..
15 .8 .• 120 : . .
20 "21 „ .420 -
23 1 23 •• . '
24 2 • 48 ■
'2 5 , 4 .100' . •
•- ■ 29 1 29
30 2 a 60
• 40 2 •80 ...




; • i  ^ \ . 180 ‘ 
75
80 .1 • 80 ’ "
100 2 < 200
104 1 * 1^4 - .=
200 1 ■ ' . - 200 ’
300. 1 1 :? 300
§  x = 416 J ‘ 5  y - 4,015
} *-1
■ . ■ ■ ‘ A _  ■'
• • X  . X  ' • ,\
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tABLE 3
POWER DO'ATING
fNumber of Number of
Frequency Individuals (x) Activity^Trips (y)
' ' 1 X 156 - 156 .
- 2 14 5 2 90
3 SO r 240 
^  1684 . *
5 ^61 305
6 ■ 56 ■ 336
7 . - 14 98
S 10 .80 ‘ .
'9 ' - 3 '■ '2-7
10 65 .. 650
11 1 ■ . 11
12 27 324 ■'
13 V. ■ 0' y ; ** 26 •
14 X  ^  3
. ■ 18 1
■ ' 42 '
■ 15 . • 270
20 45 900 ’
. - 21 ' 1 21 -




(30 28 84° A 
-3 5- , £*35 1 ^  •
40 \ 8 '320
*4 '■ ' l ' 44
•49 1 49
50 19 / 9 50
52 1 ‘ 52
55 ' 1 • 55 • ■■ '
60 y 420
70 - 1 70
75 3 ■ 225
100 w • 10 1,000
120 " ' 1 . 120
200 ! 1 " ' 7W -200* ' V*












1 X 109 - = 109 -
1 2 8 5 . 170
3 35 . 105
4 30 120
5 30 150, .
6 19 114 „ •
. ^  ' ' 7 49a 6 48
10 34 - 340
12 10 120 ‘
15"-- 8 120
18 . 2 ■ 3 6
20 13 260
- 25 3 75
30 11 330
35 1 35
40 ■ ■ 2 80
50 3 150





x = 41 4 ^  y = 2,921
- 102-
4  * *
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TA B L E  1 0
SAILING
Frequency




1 ■ X '53 53
2 3 6 " 72
3 ' 14 ' 42
4 8
5 S * 40
6 1 9 • 54
8 ' 5 40




15 3 4516 1 16
20 40
24 1 24
30 1 • 30
40 . 1 - 40
50 . ’ 1 50
75 1 . -75 ,
100 1 100








Number of Number of
Frequency Individuals (x) Activity Trips (v)
1 X 436 436
2 • 272 544
3 446 438













21 3 *■ 63
22 1 22








^  x = 1,202 =■ 4,721
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TABLE 12






96' X 1 96
100 • 61 6 , 1 0 0
101 2 202
102 2 204
. 104 2 208
115 1 115




180 2 ■ 360
200 1-3 2,600
2 50 1 250
300 IS . 5,400
„ 3 50 1 3 50
365 5 1,825
750 1 7 50
£  X = 2,107 <5 y = 59,326
- 106-
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1 X 17 5 = ’ * 175
2 143 286
J 78 •234 •
4 70 280
• 5 76 380
6 _ 66 3 96
7 16 112
8 20 160
9 5 ' 45
10 124 1,240
11 2 22
12 72 ^  864
13 1 13
14 4 56 - -
15 24 360









32 t 1 32
35 5 175
40 15 600









100r'J ■ 21 2,100
130 1 130
150 5 ' 750 .
200 5 1,000
300 4 1,200
' 350 1 3 50
365 1 365
x = 1,211 £  y; = 21,222
-107- ^









1 X 48 I 48
2 3 1  1 - r 62
3 2 9 87
4 I S 72
5 1 1 55
6 17 102
7 3 21 e
8. 3 24 .
9 1 , -■ 9




15 ' 16 240
16 2 1 . 32
17 2 34
20 27 540 <
24 1 24
25 6 150 '
30 19 ' . 570
35 2 70
38 1 38
40 ■ 2 80
50 . 6 300
60 3 180
75 2 150




£  x = 303 £  y  =  4,010
-108-








1 X 100 100 . '
2 S 6 172^,- ■"7'"
3 67 ^ 201^
4 46 1S4
5 53 26 5
6 34 . • 204
7 3 21
'8 -» 9 72
9 2 18
10 86 S60
11 1 1112 ■ 10 192
15 34 510
16 1 1 16-
17 1 17
20 - 53 » - 1,060
22 ' 1 22
23 1 23
•24 . 3 72
25 19 475
26 . 1 26




40 13 . 520
45 3 135 ' • -
48 1 48
50/ ' 26 1,300
52 1 . ' 52\.
60 • 9 r 540
75 3 f 225
80 1 -V 80 -90 1 ^ 90
95 1 95
100 16 1,600
104 1 104 ’ ■
110 1 110
12 8 • 1 128 *
144 1 ^ 144
' 150 ■ 2 300
200 1 , 200
400 2 800
$  x - 740 <  y = 12,173
■ . y  -109-
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1 X 197 197
2 281 562
3 23S 714
4 177 708 V
5 156 780
6 156 • 9365
7 21 147
- 3 ' 36 288
9 4 36
10 236 2,360









23 . 1 23







45 1 ' . 45
50 25 ' 1,250
52 ' 2 104
60 4 240
65 ?■ _ y  65
70 1* I 70
75 4 300,,
/ 80 1 80'J 1
100 3 300 .
120 1 120
^  x  = 1,887 ^  y = 15,710<
- 110-
i
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TABLE 1 7
WALKING OR HIKING
Number o f  Number o f
Frequency Individuals (x) Activity Trips (y)
■ rr ' 1 X .94 ' = 94




6 ■ 34 504
7 21 147
8 . 21 168 
9 2 13
10 168 1,680
12 68 > 816
13 1 13
14 2 28
15 ' 5 6  840
16 . - : 4 - 64
18 3 54
■ 2Q , ’ ‘ 134 2,dS0
22 1 22
24 7 • 168
2 5 41 1,02 5
26 1 26 '
30 . ‘ 64 1,920
3 5 ' 4 ' 140.
3 6 . - 4  144
40 17 - 68-0
.45 ‘ 1 45
48 1 48
50 84 4 ,200'
52 30 . 1,560
.55 .1 55
w 60 10 600
65 ' - 1  65
• 70 3 • .210 
. 7 5  3 225
■ 80 . 2  160
90 2 180
96 1 y~ 96 ' .
100 50 .5,000
104 1 ' 104
130 1 .130
! 144 1 - 144
150 - 6  900
-’111— ~ Continued
L
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f t a s l e 'TT
s 'WALKING OR HIKING





. Number of 
Activity Trips (y)
156 X 2 312
.160 2 320
175 1 175
. ISO 2 360
183 1 183





' 340 1 340
350 ^ ^  ' 1 3 50
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T A B L E  1 8
IC E  S K A T IN G
Number of J Number of ,q
Frequency Individuals (x) Activity Trips (y)
------------------------------- :--------------------------------------------------. j — _ — — ---------------- :--------------
. l . X  88 . 38
2 113 226
" 3  • 66 198
4 . 4 5  ‘ ,180
■ 5 73 , ^ 3 6 5




10 ̂  113 ’ 1,130






17 ) 1 . 17
18 '  3 , 5 4
. 2 0  . 8 3  . 1,660
21 1 ' 2 1
22 1 22
24 4 96
2S-. ' 44 1,100 •
26 1 26
27 .1. 27
30 ’ .• 61 1,830 
32 1 32
* 35 • 16 _ 210
. • 36 5 180
40 28 1,120
.45 3 . 135 '
48 4 ’ 192
50 69 3,450
52 2. 104
■ 55 3 165
60 12 720
64 1 64
65 2 . ■ 130
—113— Continued
V




Number of 1 
Frequency  ̂ Individuals'(x)
Number of 
Activity Trips (y)
70 X .3 210  - ^
' 75 .11 * 825
80 2 ‘ ’ 16 0  -
90 3 : 270
9‘6 1 96
1 0 0 o 30 / . . ' . 3 , 0 0 0  •.
101 ^  1 101
1 25 4 500  ■
150 j 4 " 600  ‘
180 1 • * ' l S o  .
200 5 . a - ■' 1 , 0 0 0
2 50 • 2 • ' 500
' 2-75 ■ 1 .275
30 0  ... 2 600  .
■500 2 - 1 , 0 0 0•j _ . \
<








.Number of Number o‘f
Frequency Individuals (x) Activity Trips (y)
. 1 x \ 1412 72 - 144
3 ■ • 43 ■ 129'
\ 4 22 88\  » 5 24 120
I 6 16 . . ,96
7 5 . 35 ’
. ' 8 1 ■8
9 _> w - % 3. 27
10 3 5 -x 3 50.
12 ■ 9 ^  108 .
■ 14 2 ' ■ 28
15 8 \ 120
18 1 • 18 -
20 14 280
21 1 21
’ 24 ‘ « 2 •' . 48
25 1 ■ 2 50
. 30. 3 ' 90
.40 . 2  1 80
50. 10 •_ ' 500
( ' 60 2 A 120
72 1 72 ; ’ '
75 1 75
79 1 79
80 ‘ 1 , , 8 0  • '
100 5 ■ ' .,500
125 2 250 ^
150 ' 3 ’ j 450’160 1 J 160
180 1 ■ 180 •
200 1 200
300 3 900 ,
500 * 1 500 '
£  x = ̂ 3 9
t i
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1 j  200  
4 , 8 0 0  
156














v - 116- Continued










125 X 3 375
130 ' 2 260
150 23 3,450
170 1 • 170
175 1 175
180 ' 3 540
200 30 6,000
2 50  ̂8 2,000
300 20 6,000











Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
























17 1 ' 17
IS 2 36
20 59 1,180
21 1 - 21
22 1 22 : ;
24. ' 4 . 96 1
25 2.2' 5 5 0
27 1 27
30 -36 1,080
35 . 2 70
36 1 36
40 9 360 *
45 . 1 ' 45.
49 1 49
50 • 23 1,150
52 ■ 3 156
60 6 360
64 1 64 ’
75 3 22 5 t.
80 2 160
100 12 . 1,200
120 1 120
- 121 1 - 121
12S 1 125
200 • _ 1 . 200
203 " ■~ 1 203
- ^  x = 1,110 ^  y = 12,262
- 118-


















THE SEGMENTING OF PARTICIPANTS INTO DECILE GROUPS 















1 ' 34 34 1.43 '
2 34 34 1.43 • 2.86
3 34 34 1.43 4.29
4 ' 34 42 1.77 6 .06
5 34 71 v 3 .00 9.06
^ 6 34 109 4-61 13.67
7 ' 34 150 3 6.35 20.02
8 34 234 9.90 29.92
9 34 , 391 16.55 46.47
10 34 1,262 53.42 99.89 ,



























‘ in Activity 
Trips






1 76 76 1.88
2 „ 76 76 r 1.88 3 .76
3 76 76 1.88 5.64
4 76 126 3-12 8.76
5 76 152 3 .76 12.52
6 76 200 4-95 17-47
7 76 277 6.86 24-33
8 76 414 10.25 34-58
9 76 717 ,17-76 52 .34
10 76 1,923 47.63 9 9 . - 9 7


































1 11 ' . ' 11 1.89.
2 11 11 1.89 3.78
3 11 • 11 1.89 5.67
4 li 17 2 .93 8 .60
5 11 22 3 -7.9 12.39V
6 11 27 4.65 17 .04
7 11 ■ 39 6.72 23.76
8' 11 57 9.82 . 33.58
9 11 • 107 . 18 .44 52 .02
10 11 278 47-90 99.92








































2 41 41 1.02 2 .04
3 41 78' 1.94 3.98.
4' 41 96 2.39 6.37
5 41 132 3.29 9.66
6 41 176 4-39 14.05
7 41 225 5.61 19*66
8 41 * 373 9-30 28 .96
9 - 41 624 15.56 44.52
10 41 . 2,223 55-45 99.97

































1 82 82 0.94
82 98 1.12 2 .02
3 82 164 1.88 ''3.90
4- 82 199 2.28 6.18
5 82 283 3 .24 . . 9.42
6 82 421 oo•'rt 14.25
7 82 595 GO 21.07
8 82 889 10.19 31.16
9 ' 82 1,635 18.75 50.01
10 82 4,350 49.90 99.91









































1 41 41 1,40
J
' 2 ■ 41 '41 1.40 J / \  80
3 41 ■- 60 2 .05 ' > 4.85
4 41 82 2 .81 7 . 6 6  •
5 41 98 3.36 11.02
6 41 '145 4.97 15.99
7 41 200 6.85 '22 .84
8 41 313 10.73 . 33.57
^ 9 41 478 •1 16.39 , 4 9 .96 ■ 6
10 41 1,458 J 50.00 99.96
























Numbo-r of Actual Frequency % of Total
Decile Participants in Activity Frequency for Cumulat ive
Number 'in Deciles Trips Each Decile Frequency
1 16 16 1.71'
2 16 , 16 1.71 3 .42
■ 3 16 16 1.71 5.13
4 16 29 3 .10 8.23
5 16 32 3-42 11.65
6 ' 16 41 4 «3.8 16.03.
7 16 62 6, -. 6 3 2 2.66
8 16. 95 10.17 ‘ 32.83
9 16 156 16.70' _ _ / 4 9 . 5  3
10 16 471 50.42 ■ ; 99.95

































1 120 120 2.54
2 120 120 v 2.54 .5*08
' 3 120 120 2.54 7 .62
4 120 166 3.51 n . 1'3
5 120 240 5.08 16.21
6 120 2 54 5.38 - 21.59
' 7 12 0 360 7.62 29.21
8 120 495 I O .48 3 9.69
9 120 692 14.66 54.35
10 . 120 •2,152 45-60 99.95






























1 210 399 0.67
2 210 870 1 .46 2 .13
3 210 1,359 2.29 4-42
'4 210 2,100 3.54 ■ 7.96
5 210 2,360 3.98 11.94
6 21Q 3,740 6'. 30 18.24
7 210 4,748 8 .00 26.24
■ 8 210 7,669 12.93 3 9 . 1 7 ^
9 210 10,564 17.81 • 56.98
10 210 2 5,510 ■ 43-00 99.98






























1 . 121 121 • 0.57
,' 2 / 121 189 0.89 I .46 -
3 ‘ 121 288 l-,35
4
2.81
4 121 ‘ . 471 2 .22 , 5 -03
5- 121 669 ’ 3.15 8.18
6 121 : \ i;io.9 ' ~ ^ 2 2  °  ‘ 13.40
■ . 7 • 121 ' 1,359 6.40 19.80
" 8 . , 121 2,323 • ‘ 10.94 30.74
9 121' ‘
• - 4 > 2 9 .9 20.2-5 . 50.99
10 121 10,393 48.97 99.96























. * SNOWSKIING ' . \
- • Number of Actual Frequency % of Total
¥ -Decile Participants in Activity Frequency for Cumulative
0
Number in Deciles Trips Each Decile Frequency
’\
1 30 • . ■ 30 . " % 0.74
2 / 30 ' 45 1.12 '1.86
* I 3 ■ 30 74 1.84 > 3.70
/ • ^  ' s» \  ■ so 4 • V'-30 !°5 /’ \
2.62 \ •
c ’ • 6 ’.32I 5 3° ^163 4 .0 6 ' ' ' 10.38










2 6 . 26  ̂ •
8 ' 30 • ‘ ' 526 ; 13.12- 39.38-
9 30 ̂ •’ ' ’ 734- . , 18.31 ' • • 57.69
s 10 30 . -
.< . n
< _ 1,693" - 42.25N 99194
100 : 300 ' 4,007 ' * 99.94 '











" TABI.fe 33* t ---------














1 74 74 ^ 0.60
2 74 122 X 1.00 1.60
■ 3 ■ • 74 184 1. 51 3 .11
' ' 4 74 265. 2 .17 ' 5-28
5* 74 385 3-16 8.44
6 i 74 647 • 5.31 13.75
7 74 848 6.96 20
8 ' 74 1*378 11.32 32.03
9 74 2,199 18.06 50.09
j 10 74 . 6,071 49.87 , 99.96




































1 188 188 . 1.19
2 188 374 2.38 3-57
3 188 469 2 .98 6.55
.4 « 188 607 3.86 10.41
5 188 806 5.13 15.54
6 188 1,026 6.53 22 .07
7 188 1,461 9.30 31.37
8 188 1,897 12 .08 43.4 5
9 188 2,663 ■ 16.95 60.40
10 188 6,212 ' 39.55 . 99.95

































0 1 149 210 0.45
2 i49 ' 361 O .78 1.23
3 149 579 1.25 2.48
4 149 823 1.78 4.26
5 149 1,359 2 .95 7 .21
6 149 1,682 3.-65 10.86
7 149 2,723 5.91 16.77
8 149 .■ 3,821 8.29 2 5.06i9 149 7,172 15-57 40.63
10 149 '27,311 59.31 ■ 99.94
100
<































1 108 132 0.53 -
2 108 235 0.99 1. 52
3 108 401 1.62 3.14
' . 4 ' 108 594 2 .40 ' 5-54
5 108 1,011 4 .08. 9.62
6 108 1,329 ~,r$. 5-37 14.99
7 108 2,032 8.21 23.20
8 108 2,942 11.89 35.09
9 108 4,759 19.23 54-32
10' 108 11,300 45.68 100.00






























1 43 43 0.71
• 2 43 43 0.71 1.42
3 43 43 ■ 0.71 2 .13
4 43 83 1.37 3.50
5 43 97 • 1.60 5.10
6 43 140 . 2.31 7.-41 '
7 43 212 3-51 10.92
8 43 378 6.26 17.18
-1 9 43 644 10.66 27 .84
10
t
43 ' 4,3 55 72.12 99.96
















TABLE 38  















1 112 180 0 . 3 2
2 112 3 9 0 0.70 1 . 0 2
3 11% 696 1 . 2 5 . 2 . 2 7
4 . 112 1 , 1 3 5  - 2 . 0 4 4 - 3 1
5 112 1 , 8 2 7 ' 3 . 2 9 ' 7 .60
6 112 2 , 8 3 0 5 . 0 9 12  . 6 9
7 112 4 , 6 3 6 8 . 3 3 21.02
8 112 6,660 11.98 33 . 0 0
9 112 1 1 , 1 2 5 20.00 53 . 0 0
10 112 2 6 , 1 2 5 4 6 . 9 8 9 9 . 9 8




























2 ’ 111 l 179 1.46 2.36
3 111 246 2 .00 4-36
4 111 333 2 .71 7.07
5 111 477 3.89 10.96
6 111 - . 611 ‘ 4.98 15.94 '
7 . Ill 988 8 .06 to O O
8 111 1,250 • 10.19 34.19
9 111 17.86 52.05
,10 111 5,876 47 .92 99.97
100 1,110 12,262 99.97
TABLE 43
CONVERSION' OF RAW FREQUENCIES FOR BOTH THE TOP 
DECILE AND BOTTOM DECILES INTO PERCENT DISTRIBUTIONS
FOR TRAILER CAMPING t
SAMPLE SIZE: (x) Top Decile — 34
(y) Bottom Deciles — 306
VAROOl = PROVINCE OF INTERVIEW




1 Newfoundland 2 • -5.9# '
■ /
2 0.7#
2 Princ<? Edward Island 0 0. 0# 0 0.0#
3 Nova Scotia 0 0.0# 8 2.6#
4 New Brunswick - - 0 0.0# 5 - 1.6#
5 Quebec 11 ' 32.4# 84' . 27.5#
6 Ontario 8 23 -5# 94 30.7#
7 Manitoba 5 14-7# 18 5.9#
8 Saskatchewan 2 .5-9# 17 5-6#
9 Alberta 4 ' . • 11.8# 37 12 .1#y—-
10 British Columbia 2 j-5.9# 41 13-4#
TOTAL « 34 100.0# 306 100.0#
VAR002 = COMMUNITY SIZE





2 - 100,000 -'500,000 
3 30,000 - 100,000
4 10,000 - 30,000
5 1,000 - 10,000.
6 Rural
12 3 5'. 3# 78 2 5.5#
7 20.6# 69. 22 . 5#
4' 11.8# . 20 6.5#
3 8.8# 21 6.9#
3 ' 8.8# - 43 14.1#
5 14-7# 75 24. 5#
TOTAL 4 34. 100.0# 306 100.0#
-137-
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TABLE 43 (Cont'd)
i
VAR003 = SEX OF RESPONDENT

















5 0 . 0 %
> TOTAL - 34 100.0$ / 306 1 0 0 . 0 %

















































2 0 . 6 %  
11.8% 
2.9% 
2 . 9 %  
0.0% 























TOTAL 34 100.0$ 100.0$






























TOTAL 34 100.0$ 306 100.0$
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TABLE 43 (Cont1d )
VAR006
*
= ARE THERE CHILDREN 5 TO 12 AT HOME ?
























TOTAL 34 100.03 306 100.03
VAR007 = ARE THERE CHILDREN 13 TO 17 AT HOME? \
























TOTAL : 34 100.03 .306 100.03L t
VAR008 = TOTAL NUMBER OF CHILDREN <  18
t .
■AT HOME

































































TOTAL 34 100.03 306 100.03
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t a b l e  43 (Cont1d )
VAR009 = MARITAL STATUS





















43 • 5% 
52 . 3 %  
4-2#
TOTAL 34 1 0 0 . 0 % 306 100.0#
VAR010 - OCCUPATION OF RESPONDENT
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE BOTTOM DECILES
Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
1 Professional ' 2 5.95S 10. . 3v- 3#
2 Executive, Manager, 
Owner
1 2 . 9 % 6 2V.0#
3 Sales 1 2 . 9 % 4 / .1-3# 
' 3.6%4 Clerical, Other White 
Collar Worker
2 . t - 5-9% 11
5 Skilled Labour - 4 * 00 43 14.1#
6 Unskilled Labour 1 2 . 9 %  . • * 6 . 2.0#
7 Farmer • . o° , 0.0# 2 0.7#
8 Homemaker Only 11 ■' 32.435 -82 26.8.#
9 Retired, Pensioned 0 - 0.0%o , 5 1.6#
10 Homemaker Working 1 2 . 9 %  ' 5 T. 6#
Part Time 4 ■* - ‘
11 Homemaker Working 
Full Time
1 2 : 9 % 17.
1
' 5.6#"
12 Student 9 ■. 26 .55s  • 1Q7 3 5.0#
13 Unemployed, Refused 1 2 . 9 % 2.6#
TOTAL 34 1 0 0 . 0 # 306 1 0 0 . 0 #
- 1 4 0 -
* • "*
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TABLE 43 (Cont'd)
•VAR011 - LEVEL OF SCHOOLING REACHED
VALUE LABEL . TOP DECILE BOTTOM DECILES
Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
0 Re fused 0 0.0ft 2 0 . 7 %
1 Some Public School 7 2 0 . 6% 67 ‘ 2 1 . 9 %
2 Finished Public School 4 1 1 . 8% 26 ' ' 8 . 5%
3 Some High School V -'- 2 6 . 5 % . 105 34.3%
4 Finished High School 11 32 . 4% 44 14 • £ %
5 Some Technological or 
Senior College
0 0 . 0%o 26 . 8 ' .5%
6 Finished Technological 
or Senior College
i 2 . 9 % 10 3 . 3 %V'
7 Some University i 2 . 9 % 16 5 . 2 %
3 Graduated University l 2 . 9 %  ' 10 3 . 3 %
TOTAL 34 .100.Oft 306 100.Oft
VAR012 = AGE GROUP OF RESPONDENT
'\ f*.
VALUE LABEL TOP VDECILE BOTTOM DECILES
Raw'Data Percent Raw Data Percent
1 10 to 11 Years 1 2. 9ft 31 io.ift
2 12- to 14 Years 5 J-4 *7ft . . 45 14.7ft
3 15 Years Old 1 2.9ft 11 3 .6ft
4 16 to 17 Years 2 5*9ft 9 2 .9ft
5 18 to 19 Years 1 — ■"N ‘ 2 .9ft 16 5.2ft
6 20 Years Old 1 ^  2.9ft 6 2 .oft
7 -21 to 24 Years 3 8.8ft 19 6.2ft
8 25 to 29 Years 3 8.8ft 31 • 10.1ft
9 30 to 34 Years \ 5 • 9'ft 37 12.1ft'10 35 to 39 Years 10 29.4ft 61 19.9ft
11 40 to 44 Years 3 8.8ft 21 6. 9ft
12 45 to 49 Years 2 5.9ft - 19 6.2ft
TOTAL 34 100.Oft 306 100.0ft
-141-
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TABLE 43 (Cont’d)
VAR013 = INCOME GROUP OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD




‘ 0 Refused & No Estimate 3 ' 8.82 ■ 19 ' 6.255
1 Less Than' $2,999 1 ■ 2,92 16 5.22
2 $3,000 £4,499 0 0,02 ' 12 3-955
•3 $4,500 - $5,999 4 11.82 - 30 9.855
4 . $6,000 -.$7,499 5 14 . . 7 % ' 50 16.32
5 . $7,500 - $8,999 . •6 . I7.65g 50 16.32
6 $9,000.- $10,499 26.52 , 44 14.42
7 $10,500 - $11,999 2 5.955 37 12.12
8 $12,000 - $13,999 ■ 3 8.855 19 6.22
9 $14,000 or More 1 2.92 21. 6.92
10 Don’t Know & No Est. 0 0.055 8 2.62
TOTAL 34 .'100.055 ' 306 100.02
VAR014 = OBSERVED SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL
VAt'UE LABEL TOP DECILE BOTTOM DECILES








































9 Upper -f, ■ 0 ' ' 0.055 0 -0.02




'  . ■ \ "
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' /
TABLE 44 - c
‘ ‘ -
CONVERSION OF RAW FREQUENCIES FOR BOTH THE TOP 
DECILE AND BOTTOM DECILES INTO PERCENT DISTRIBUTIONS 
‘ . . FOR CANOEING
SAMPLE SIZE: (x) Top Decile - 41
(y) Bottom Deciles — 369
VAROOl = PROVINCE OF INTERVIEW
VALUE LABEL
* ™ 1 wi
..TOP DECILE BOTTOM DECILES
Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
1 - Newfoundland 0 0 . 0 3 - 0 i ' o•o
2 Prince Edward Island 0 0 . 0 3 0 0.03
3  - Nov£ Scotia ... 1 . 2". 4 3 4 ' ... i.i3
4 New Brunswick 0 ' 0.03 . 4- ■ ‘ ' 1 ; 1 3
5 Quebec 1 2 . " 2 9 . 3 3  ■ 1 2 2 s i . 1 3
6 Ontario 2 3  ■ . ° 5 6 . 1 3  ■■ . 1 4 0 3 7 . 9 3
7 Manitoba 2 4 . 9 3 2 . 8 ■.7 • 638 Saskatchewan 2 4  •  9 3 \  T 3 3 . ' 5 3
9 Alberta _0 . 0.03 2 0 5 - 4 31 0 British Columbia 1 2 . 4 3 ■ 38/ ■ 1 0 . 3 3
TOTAL -41 ,100.03 369 100.03
VAR002 = COMMUNITY SIZE -
VALUE LABEL ' TOP PECILE ' BOTTOM DECILES ■'
Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent,
1 Over 500,000 17 •41.53 13.7 . 37.23
2 100,000 - 500,000 ‘8 19-53 ’ ■ 77 20.93
3 30,000 - 100,000 5 12 .23 •-23, 7-03
4 10,000 30,000 3 ,7-33 • 24 6.53
5 1,000 - 10,000 3. 7*33 31 8 .43
6 Rural ' 5y 12.23 7.4 20*13
TOTAL . / 41 100.03 369 ' 100.03
rl43-
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TABLE 44 (COnt'd)/
VAR003 = SEX OF RESPONDENT














TOTAL'**'*■> j . 41 100.03c- 369 100.03
i
VAR004 = TOTAL NUMBER IN HOUSEHOLD
<•






1 One \ 1 2.43 18 . . 4•93
2' Two • 8 19.53 34 9.23
3 Three 3 7 . 3 %  ' 50 13-63
4 Four 6 14. 89 24.13
5 Five 11 2 6.8% 73 . 19.83
6 Six 6 14.63. 44 11.93
7 Seven 2 4 * 93 32- 8.73
• 8 E i gh’fev 1 2.43 - -13 3'. 53
9 Nine 1 ^.-43 " 9 2.43
10 T e n •or More 2 4-93 '7 1.93
11 None. 0 0 .0# 0 0.03
TOTAL - 41 100.03 369 100.03
VAR0O5 = ARE
\
THERE CHILDREN <  5 AT HOME? ■





















'TOTAL 41 100.03- 3.69 100.03
144-
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TABLE 44 (Cont'd)
VAR006 — .ARE THERE CHILDREN 5 TO 12 AT HOME?








3 No Children 18
11 26.87








TOTAL 41 100.07; 369 100.07
VAR007 = ARE THERE CHILDREN 13 -TO 17 AT HOME? /
— J








3 No Children 18
3 7.37 
• . 28 6 8 , 3 %  







TOTAL 41 100.0% 369 100.07
VAR008 :=. TOTAL NUMBER OF CHILDREN <  18 AT HOME . -
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE 





0 None 10 24.47 87 23.67
1 One 8 19.57 63 17.17
2 Two 5 & 12.27. 88 23 . 87
3 Three 5 11 26.87 58 IS- 77
4 Four 4 ' 9.87 36 9.87
5 Five ' 1 2 .47 26 7 • 07
6 'Six 1 2.47 6 1.67
7 Seven 1 2.47 2 0.57
8 Eight O 0 0•
0 •2 0.57
9 Nine 0 0.07 1 0.37
TOTAL 41 100.07 369 . 100.07
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V
TABLE 44 (Cont*d) 
VAf\009 = MARITAL STATUS


























TOTAL 41 1 0 0 . 0 % 369 1 0 0 . 0 %
VAR010 = OCCUPATION OF RESPONDENT
VALUE LABEL t Qp DECILE BOTTOM DECILES
Raw rtata Percent Raw Data Percent
1 Professional u  ■ 2 .4^ / 19 5.2^2 Executive, Manager, 
Owner
' 1 2 . 1 % 11 3 - 0 %
3 Sales 1 2 . 1 % 3 0 . 8 %
4 Clerical, Other White 
Collar Worker
0 0 . 0 % 10 2 . 1 %
5 Skilled Labour 6 " 1 1 * 6 % 46 12.5#
6 Unskilled Labour ' 0 0 .0^ 16 4*3^
7 Farmer 1 2 . 1 % 2 O.S^
8 Homemaker Only ' 5 1 2 . 2 % 46 12 • 5%
9 Retired, Pensioned 0 0 . 0 % 1 0 . 3%
10 Homemaker Wor.king 
Part Time
0 0 . 0 % 3 0 . 8%
11 Homemaker Working, 
Full 'yime
1 2 . 1 % 17 4 . 6%
12- Student ^ 24 5 8  . 5.% 188 50.9%'
13 Unemployed, Refused 1 2 . 1 %/ 7 1 . 9 %
- TOTAL 41 100.0# 369 100.05£
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TABLE 44 (ContM)
VAR011 = LEVEL OF SCHOOLING REACHED '




0 Refused 0 oo 2 0.555
1 Some Public School 9 ' 22 . 0 % 8! 22 .055
2 Finished Public School 1 2 .455 20 5 . 4 %
3 Some Hi gh School 15 36.651 138 37-455
4 Finished High School' 3 7 .33 51 13.855
5 Some Technological or 2 4 . 9 % 15 4 • 1/5
Senior College
6 Finished/Technological 3 7 . 3 ? , 15 4.155
or Seni or College
7- Some Ur iv'ersity - S' 12 .2/ 19 5.155
8 Gradual ed University 3 7.355 28 7.655
• TbTALJ 41 100.055 369 100.055
VAR012 == AGE GROUP OF RESPONDENT
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE BOTTOM DECILES
Raw Data Percent ' Raw Data Percent
1 ' 10 to 11 Years 3 7.355 46 • 12..555
2" 12 to 14 Years 12 29.355 69 18 ’.755
3 15 Years Old 2 4'. 955 19 5*1/5
4 16 to 17 Years 2 4 • 9/5 31 8.455
5 18 to 19 Years 6 14.655 42 11.455
6 20 Years Old 2 4-955 9 2*4/5
7 21 to 24-Years 4 9.855 45 1 2 . 2 %
8 25 to 29 Years ^0 0.055 28 7*6/5
9 30 to 34 Years .2 4.955 25 6.855
10 35 to -39 Years 3 7 .355 . 36 9.851
11 40 to 44 Years 1 2 .455 7 1.955
12 45 to 49. Years 4 9.855 12 3 . 3 %
TOTAL * 41 100 . 055 369 . 1 0 0 . 0 %
-147-
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T A B L E  44 (Cont'd)
•VAR013 = INCOME GROUP OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 
_______________ :___________________________________ h*
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE BOTTOM QECILE.S
Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
0 Refused & No Estimate .4 9.855 27 7.355
1 Less Than-$2,999 -3. 7.355- - 21 5-755
■ 2 $3,000 - $4,499 1 2,455 17 4 .6*5
3 $4,500 - $5,999 0 0.055 50 13.655
4 $6,000 - $7,499 3 7.355' 52 14-155
5 $7,500 - $8,999 7 17.155 58 15.7,75
6 . $9i000 - $10,499 - 8 19.555 49 . 13.355
7 $10,500 - $11,999 4 9.855 27 7 .3%
8 $12,000 - $13,999 6 14.655 , 21 5.7%
9 $14,000 or More 4 9 .855 , 36 9 .8%
10 Don't Know & No Est. 1 2.455 11 3 . 0%
TOTAL ' 41 100.055 369 100.055
VAR014 = OBSERVED SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE ** BOTTOM DECILES









































9 Upper 0 0.055 5 1-.455
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T A B L E  4 5
CONVERSION OF RAW FREQUENCIES FOR BOTH THE TOP 
DECILE AND- BOTTOM DECILES INTO PERCENT DISTRIBUTIONS
FOR HUNTING
SAMPLE SIZE: (x) Top Decile —  - 41
(y) Bottom Deciles - 369
VAROOl = PROVINCE OF INTERVIEW
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE BOTTOM DECILES
\ Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
1 Newfoundland t 4 - 9 % 13 3.5%
2 Prince Edward Island 0 0 .0?; 1 «■0 0.3%
3 Nova Scotia 1 2 .4^ 22 6.0^
4 New Brunswick 1 2 . 4% 13 ■ 3 . 5 %
5 Quebec 9 22.0% 110 29.8fa
6 Ontario 13 31.755 101 27 . 8'%
7 Manitoba 2 4 . 9 % 17 4 . 6%
8 Saskatchewan ’ 8 19.55S 18 4. .  9%
9 Alberta 2 4..955 24 6 • 5%
10 British Columbia 3 1 . 1 % . 50 13.05!
TOTAL 41 100.05! 369 100.055
VAR002 - COMMUNITY SIZE
‘ 1







2 100,000 - 500,000
3 30,000 - 100,000
4 10,000 - 30,000
5 1,000 - 10,000
6 Rural : -
2 | 4 . 9 %
4 ' ' 9 - 8^
3 . . f  7.3% 
6 14,65!











9 . 5 %  
11.7% 
40.955
TOTAL 41 - 100.05! 369 IOO.05!
-149-
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TABLE 45 (Cont fd)
VAR003 = SEX OF RESPONDENT


















TOTAL 41 100.0^ 369 100.05S
VAR004 = TOTAL NUMBER IN HOUSEHOLD
-














































. 24 . 4%
■ 4 . 9% 
7 . 3% 
0 . 0% .
A . 9% 

















1 2 . 7 %  
1 0 .-0%
4 . 6 %  
■ 2 . 4 %  
2 . 2 %  
O.OJS





VAR005 = ARE THERE CHILDREN 5 AT HOME?


















1 9 . 3 %  




j  4 7 . 2 %  
2 2 . 2 %  
30 . 6%
TOTAL 41 - 100.0% 369. 100.052/
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TABLE 45 (Cont'd) -
-
VAR006 = ARE THERE -CHILDREN 5 TO 12 AT HOME?
















61 . 0 %







I TOTAL • 41 100.0^ '369' ... 100 .'05S
/
VAR007 = ARE THERE CHILDREN 13 TO 17 AT HOME?
VALUE LABEL .






















TOTAL 41 100.055 369 100.05S
• VAROOS- => TOTAL NUMBER OF CHILDREN 18 AT HOME











































4 * 9 % 
2 . 4 %  
0.0% 
0 . 0 %  















1 . 9% 
7 . 3% 
3 .3% 
-1 • 4% 
0 . 5 %  
/  0 . 3%
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TABLE. 4 5 (Cont'd) ./ 1









1 Single - 23
2 Married 17










2 . 2 %
TOTAL 41 100.075 369 1 0 0 . 0 %










1 Professional 0 0.075 ■ 6 1.6/5
2 Executive, Manager, 
Owner
2 4.975 17 4.675
3 Sales 0 O•O 6 1. 6t5
4 Clerical, Other White 
Collar Worker
" 0 0.075 14 3.855
5 Skilled Labour 9 22.975 i—lCO 22 .0%
6 Unskilled Labour 3 < 7 . 2 % 34 9 . 2 %
7 Farmer 2 4.975 18 4 . 9 %
8 Homemaker Only 1 1 . 4 % 28 7.675
9 Retired, Pensioned 2 4-975 0 15 4.155
10 Homemaker Working 
Part Time
0 0.075 3 0.87a
11 Homemaker Working 
Full Time
0 0.075 4 1.175
12 Student 19 ■ 46.375 139 - 37 .775
13 Unemployed, Refused 3 7 . 2 % 4 • 1.175
TOTAL 41 H O O O 369 100.0£
(i
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TABLE 4 5 (Cont *d )
VAR011 = LEVEL OF SCHOOLING REACHED
VALUE LABEL - TOP DECILE BOTTOM DECILE
Raw Data ^Percent Raw Data Percent 
t  ______ _ ______________________________________________________________________
0 Refused 1 2 .42 1 / 0.37
1 Some Public School 11 26.82 76 / . 20.62
2 Finished Public School 3 - 7-37' 27 1 7.32
3 Some High School 20 48 .87 169 45.82
4 Finished High School 3 7-32 40 10.82
5 Some Technological or 
Senior College
2 4-92 18 4-97
6 Finished Technological 
or Senior College
0 0.02 - 14
^4.
CO•CO
7 Some University 0 0 • 0 •S3. 12 3.32
8' Graduated University 1 2 .42' 12 X . 3.32
.TOTAL- 41 100.07 , 369 0•001—t
VAR012 = AGE GROUP.. OF RESPONDENT^
-■) - 
v a l u e  l a b e l  t o p  d e c i l e  b o t t o m  d e c i l e s
u Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
l 10 to 11 Years 2 4.97 ' 33 ‘ 8.92
2 12 to 14 Years 12 29.37 53 14.42
3 15 Years Old 1 2 .42 17 4-62
4 16 to 17 Years 2 4 • 97 22 6.02
5 IS to 19 Years 3 7-32 33 8.92
6 .2.0 Years Old ‘ 2 4.92 11 3.02
7 21 to 24 Years 1 2.47 * 41 11.12
8 25 to 29 Years 5 12.27 36 9-82
9 30 to 34 Years 4 • 9.82 20 5-42
10 35 to 39 Years 8 19.52 67 • 18.27
11 40 to 44 Years 1 2 .42 '14 3.82
12 45 IP •49 .years 0 0.02 22 6.02
TOTAL 41 100.02 369 100.02
-153-
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TABLE 4 5  (Cont’d)
\
VAR013 = INCOME GROUP OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE BOTTOM DECILES
Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
0 Refused & No Estimate 1 2.4# 22 6.0#
1 Less Than $2,999 . f  4 9.8% 30 . 8.1#
2 $3,p.00 - $4,499 3 7.3% 29 7.9#
3 $ 4 , ^ 0  - $5,999 10 24 >4% 38 10.3#
4 $6,000 - $7,499 9 2 2 . 0 % 65 17-6#
5 $7,500 - $8,999 6 14 • 6% 74 20.1#
6 $9,000 - $10,499 3 7 - 3 % 44 11.9#
7 $10,500 - $11,999 2 4  * 9/S 30 8.1#
S $12,000 - $13,999 1 2 .4# 21 5.7#
9 $14,000 or More 2 4 - 9 % 13 3.5#
10 Don't Know & No Est.
j
0 q p . 0% 3 0.8#
TOTAL 41 1 0 0 . 0 % 369 100.0#
V / -
VAR014 /  OBSERVED SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE BOTTOM DECILES









































9 Upper 0 0.0# 3 0.8#
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T A B L E  4 6
CONVERSION OF RAW FREQUENCIES FOR BOTH THE TOP 
DECILE .'AND BOTTOM DECILES INTO PERCENT DISTRIBUTIONS.
FOR WALKING OR HIKING
SAMPLE SIZE: '(x) Top Decile -■ 149
(y) Bottom Deciles - 1,341
VAR001 = PROVINCE OF ;INTERVIEW
\. *
VALUE LABEL TOP•DECILE BOTTOM DECILES
- Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
1 Newfoundland 4 . ■ 2.7# 20 1.5#
2 Prince Edward Island 0 0.0# 1 ■ 0.1#
3 Nova Scotia 6 4*0# 44.-- 3 * 3 %
4' New Brunswick ‘ 1 . 0.7# 24 - 1.8#-
5 Quebec 44 ■ 2 9 . 5 % 452 3 3 - 7 %
6 Ontario 41' 2 7 . 5 % . 436 3 2 . 3 %
7 Manitoba ' 10 6.7# 72 5-4#
8 Saskatchewan ' 7 4 >7% 55 4 • 1%
9 Alberta ■ 7 4 - 7 % 88 6.6%
10 British Columbia 29 19'. 5# 149 11.1#
- TOTAL 149 100.0# 1,341 100.0#
! \
VAR002 = COMMUNITY SIZE






1 Over 500,000 58
2 100,000 — 500,000 32
3 30,000 - 100,000 5
4 10,000 - 30,600 13















2 0 . 7 %  
7.5% 
6 • 9% 
10.4#
2 0 . 7 %-.J ■
TOTAL 149 100.0# 1,341 100.0#
-155-
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VAR003 = SEX OF RESPONDENT
L »
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE 















TOTAL 149 100.0$ 1,341 lo'o.qjT
1 VAR004 = .TOTAL’. NUMBER IN HOUSEHOLD
i f
•














,7 .• Seven 
8 Eight 
<) Nine 
10 Ten or- More 
^11 None












































TOTAL 149 100.0$ 1,341 100.0$
' ; VAR005 =
•
1
ARE THERE CHILDREN ^  5 AT HOME?























TOTAL 149 100.0$ 1,341 100.0$
-I56-
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TAkLE *46 (Cont’d)
VAR006- = ARE THERE CHILDREN 5 TO .12 AT HOME?. )





r 0 No 
1 Yes 




' - 23.5% 
2 2 . 2 %  







TOTAL 149 100.075 ' 1,341 100.075
VAR007 - ARE
1 . .•
THERE CHILDREN ■ 13 TO ’17 AT ifOME?





















. TOTAL . 149 100.0‘S « ' ‘1,341 100.075
VAR008 =
r 6.’
= TOTAL .NUMBER OF CHILDREN <, 18- AT '’HOME






.*> None 66 44-375 376 • 28.075
'1 One ♦ 27 18.1% 226 16.9/5
2 Two 1.7 11.455 286' 21.375,
3. • .Three 22 14. 8 75 200 • 14.975
4. Four 10 6.7£ H I 10.5^
5 Five 5 3.475 75 5.675
6 Six 0 . . 0.0% 20 ■ 1-575-
7 Seven B 2 1.3/5 8 0.675
8 Eight
&*
• 0 0.075 • 7 0 : 5 %
■9 Nine . 0 ' , 0.075 2 0.175
TOTAL
\  , - L 149 100.07S 1,341 1 0 0 . 0 %
■  ̂ ' srS
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TABLE 46 (Cont >d)
>
■ VAR009 = MARITAL STATUS









3 Widowed, Divorced, 
Separated
62
• ' .. 7 0  
. 17









TOTAL- 149 100.02 1,341 100.02
i ' VAR010 = OCCUPATION OF RESPONDENT
V
V*
VALUE LABEL - •TOP DECILE BOTTOM DECILES
Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
1 Professional 2 1.32 46 3 -42
2 Executive,- Manager, 
Owner
. 6 ■ 4.02 31 2.3 -5T
3 'Sales 2 1.32 17 . 1*32
4 Clerical, Other White 
Collar Worker
5 3*42 52 3.92
5 Skille^l Labour ' 15 , 10.12 116 8.72
6 ‘"Unskilled Labour 4 - 2.72 43 • .3-22.
7 Farmer L 2 1.32 10 ■i 0.72
8 ' Homemaker Only 42 28 .22 291 21.72
9 Retired, Pensioned 13' 8.72 41 ' 3-12
10 Homemaker Working 
Part Time
' 4' 2 .7 7 ° 27' 2 .02
11 Homemaker Working 11 .7-42 79 ' 5.92
Full -Time
12 Student '39 26.22 565 42.1/5
13 Unemployed, Refused 4 ' 2 . 7 % 23 . 1.7%
° ’ • TOTAL 149 ' ioo.o2' 1,341 ioo.o2
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TABLE 46 (ContM)





Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
0 Refuse'd- — ... 2 'l.32 6 0.42
1 Some Public School 22 14.8# 329 24 • 52
2 Finished Public School 14 9.42 87 - 6 . 52
3 Some High School 62 41 • 62 460 3 4 • 3 2
4 Finished High School 25 16.32 172 12 .82
5 ^Sorae Technological or 
^Senior College
6 4.02 66 4 • 9/2
6 ' Finished Technological 
or Senior College
. 3 . 2.02 71 , , 5-32
7 . Some University 11 7 - 4 % 74 5 . 5 %
8 Graduated University 4 2.72 76 5-72
TOTAL’ 149 100.07; 1,341 100.02
VAR012 = AGE GROUP OF RESPONDENT c
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE BOTTOM DECILES
Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
1 10 to 11 Years 7 ■ 4.72 146 10.92
2 12 to 14 Years 12 8-. 1% 223 16.62
3 15 Years Old 3 . .... 2 .02 53 4 .02
4 16 to 17 Yeara • 5 3~-4£' 76 5-72
5 18 to 19 Years 16 10.72 97 J.22
6 20 Years Old 2 1.32 29 2 .22
7 ' 21 to 24 Years 12 8.12 120 8.92
8 2'5 to 2 9 Years 14 9 *.42 127 9.52
9 3Q ..to 34 Years 5 3-42 84 6.32
10 35 to 39 Years 57 38.32 258 19.22
11 40 to 44 Years 6 4.02 66 4.92
12 45 to 49 Years . 10 6.72 62 .4.62
TOTAL - 149 H O O O 0̂ 1,341 lo/T. 02
- 159-
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
TABLE 46 (ContTd)
VAR013 == INCOME GROUP OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD
VALUE LABEL ' TOP DEC-ILE, BOTTOM DECILES
Raw Dati* Percent Raw Data Percent
0 Refused & No Estimate 8 5-452 75- 5.652
1 Less Than $2,999 22 14 .8/0 • 114 8.552
2 $3,000 - $4,499'. 11 7-43 75 ' 5.652
3 $4,500 - $5,999 J 29 19.55o 152 11.352
4 $6,000 - $7,499 15 10.1J5 209 15-652'
5 $7,500 - $8,999 16 10.752 21'5 16.052
6 $ 9,000 - $10,499 IS . 12.,152 174 13 .052
7 $10,500 - $11,499- 10 6 «7 % 100 7 • 55S
8 $12,000 - $13,999 6 , 4-052 81 6.052
9 $14,000 or More ,13 8.752 115 8,652
10 Don’t Know & No Est. 1 0.752 31 '2.352
TOTAL , 149 -100.052 1,341 100.055
VAR014 = OBSERVED SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL,
VALUE LABEL v "\t o p DECILE BOTTOM
■»
DECILES









































9 Upper 3 2 .052 15 1.152
TOTAL 149 100.052 1,341 100.052
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T A B L E  4 7
CONVERSION OF RAW FREQUENCIES FOR BOTH THE TOP 
DECILE AND BOTTOM DECILES INTO ̂ PERCENT DISTRIBUTIONS 
• FOR HORSEBACK RIDING , .
SAMPLE SIZE: (x) Top Decile - 43
(y) Bottom Deciles - 387
VAROOl = PROVINCE OF INTERVIEW
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE . BOTTOM DECILES
Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
1 Newfoundland - 2 I 4 .7% • N 10
0 . 3 %
2 Prince Edward Island 0 0 . 0 % 0 . 0 %
3 Nova Scotia 2 - 4 • / % 9 2 . 3 %
4 New Brunswick 1 2 . 3 % 4 1 . 0 %
'5 Quebec r*'0 1 1 . 6 % ” 114 2 9 . 5 %
6 Ontario 16 37.2% 136‘ 3 5 . 1 %
7 Manitoba 3 7 . 0 % 23 5 . 9 %
S' Saskatchewan” 4 ” 9 . 3 % —  17 4 * 4%
9 Alberta 3 7 • 0% 31 8 . 0 %
10 ' British Columbia 7 1 6 . 3 % 52 13 * 4%
TOTAL 43 100.0^ 387 100.0%
i
VAR002 = COMMUNITY SIZE






1 Over 500,000 3
2 100,000 - 500,000 i 5
3 30,000 - 100,000 o
4 10,000 - 30,000 2
5 • 1,000 - 10,000 3
6 Rural ’■ ‘ . ” 30
7 . 0 %  ■ 
11.6% 
0.0%
4 . 7 % . 











4 . 9 %  
7 . S %  
2 7 . 4 %
TOTAL 43 100.0£ 387 , 100.0^
' " ‘ -161-
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TABLE 47 (Cont'd) 
VAR003 = SEX OF RESPONDENT
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE : BOTTOM DECILES













TOTAL 43 ieo.o% 387 100.055
VAR004 = TOTAL NUMBER IN HOUSEHOLD . -










































■ 2 . 3 %  
.;i4.o# 
14 .0/2 
37 . 2 %  




■ 7 . 0 %  





















1 . 6 %  
0.0%
TOTAL 43 100.0% 387 100.0%
>
VAR005 = ARE THERE"CHILDREN _< 5 AT HOME?















‘ *  8 4
7 2 ^ 1 %  
18«6% 







TOTAL 43 ' v  100.0% 387 {t.100 . 0 %
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TABLE 47 (Cont'd)
/











® 3 No Children 18
12 2 7 . . 9 %  
27 62.82 









43 '-100.02 ■ 387 100.0%
VAR007 = ARE THERE CHILDREN 13 TO 17 AT -HOME?
-







3 No Children is
14 32.6%
’ 25 53»l/o




2A '.0 '%  
56.1% 
1 9 . 9 %
TOTAL 43 10Q.02 387 100.0%









0 None 5 11.6JS 77 19.92
1 One 5 • 11.62 62 16.02
2 Two 12 27-92 ■ 88 22 .72
3 Three ' 10 23 .32 63 16.32
4 Four 6 . 14 . 02 45 11.62
5 . Five 2 4 - 7% 41 r o . 62
6 Six 1 2 . 3 % 9 , 2.-32
7 Seven 0 o.o2 2  ' 0.52
8 Eight ; oJ o.o2 0 o.o2
9 Nine 2 . 4.72 0 o.o2
TOTAL 43 100.02 387 loo.o2
I
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TABLE 47 (Cont'd) 
VAR009 = MARITAL STATUS
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE BOTTOM DECILES



















18 . 9 %  
2.1$
TOTAL 43 « 100.0$ 00 ■nJ 100.0$
VAR010 = OCCUPATION OF RESPONDENT :______________________________L-_______
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE BOTTOM DECILES
Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
*1 'Professional 0 0 • 0 10 2 .6$
2 Executive, Manager, 
Owner
I, 2.352 5 1.3$
3 Sales 0 0 .0$ 7 (—1 00
4 Clerical, Other White 
Collar Worker
1 2.3$ 22 ’
\ .
.5.752
5 Skilled Labour 2 4;7$ 2 9 7 . 5 % '
6 Unskilled Labour 2 4 • 7$ 16 4.1$
7 Farmer 1 2.3$ . .6 1 .6$
8 Homemaker Only 2 4.7$ • 28 - 7.2$
9 Retired, Pensioned 0 0 .0$ 1 0.3$
10 Homemaker Working 2 .4-7$ ‘ 5
/ 1 : PPart Time  ̂ 1 •
11 Hoftemaker Working 
Full Time
2 4 • 7$ 14 3 • 6$
12 Student 30 • •69.8$ 232 59.-9$
13 Unemployed, Refused 0 0 .0$ \ 12 3.1$
TOTAL 43 100.0% ■ 387 100.0$
-164-
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T A B L E  47 (Cont'd)
/S
VAR011 = LEVEL OF SCHOOLING REACHED
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE - BOTTOM DECILES
S'-V Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
0 Refused 0 0 . 0 % 2 0 . 5 %
1 Some Public School 12 2 7 . 9 %  ' 112 2 8 . 9 %
2 Finished Public School 2 1 . 7 % 13 3 - 1 %
3 Some High School 16 37.2% 150 3 8 . 8 %
4 Finished High School 8 18.6% 41 10.655
5 Some Technological or 
Senior College
2 1 - 7 % 23 5-9%
6 Finished Technological 
or Senior College
1 2 . 3 % 16 1 . 1 %
7 Some University- 2 1 - 7 % 10 2 . 6 %
8 Graduated University 0 04 055 20 5 . 2 %
TOTAL ' ., 43 100.055 387 1 0 0 . 0 %
VAR012 = AGE GROUP OF RESPONDENT
VALUE LABEL . TOP DECILE BOTTOM DECILES
Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
1 10 to 11 Years { » 10 23.355 51 <13 .255
2 12 to 14 Years , 13 30.255 98 25.355
3 15 Years Old 3 7.055 27, 7.055
1 16' to 17 Years 3 7.055 30 . 7 . 8 %
5 18 to 19 Years 3 7.055 49 1 2 . 7 %
6 20 Years Old 0, 0.0% 11 2 * 8 %
7 21 to 24 "Years 6 14.055 45 '11.-655
8 25 to 29 Years 2 1 . 7 % -28 7 . 2 %
9 30 to 34 Years 2 K 4-755 16 4 « I/o
10 35 to 39 Years > 1 V 2.355 16 4.155
11 40 to 44 Years 0 0.055 9 2.355
12 45 to 49 Years 0 • 0 . 0 % 7 1.8#
TOTAL 1 3 100.0% 3 8 7 100.055
-165-
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TABLE 41 (Cont'd)
VAR013 = INCOME GROUP OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD
- ■ a  ...................
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE BOTTOM DECILES
r ** y  ̂■ Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
0 Refused. & No Estima be 1 2.3% ' 24 6.2%
1 Less Than $2,999 2 4*7% 26 6.7%
2 $3,000 - $4,499 5 11.6% 19 4 • 9%
3 $4,500 - $5,999 7 16.3% 55 14 .2%
4 $6,000 - $7,499 8 18.6% 48 ' 12 .4%
5 $7,500 - $8,999 4 9-3% 67 17-3%
6 $9,000 - $10,499' 6 14.0% 49 12.7%
7 $ 1 0 , 5 0 0  - $11,999 1 . 2 .3% 28 7-2%
8 $ 1 2 , 0 0 0  - $13,999 1 1 . 2 .3% 28 7-2 %
9 $14,000 or More i 4 9.3% 31 8.0%
10 Don’t Know & No Est. 4 9.3% 12 3.1%
TOTAL , ' 43 100.0% 387 100.0%
> VAR014’ — OBSERVED SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL














































9 Upper 0 0.0% 4 1.0%
TOTAL 43 IQO.0% . 387 100.0%
1
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TABLE 43
«
' CONVERSION OF RAW FREQUENCIES FOR BOTH-THE TOP 
DECILE AND BOTTOM DECILES INTO PERCENT DISTRIBUTIONS
FOR SAILING
SAMPLE'SIZE: (x) Top Decile - 16
(y) Bottom Deciles - 144
VAROOl = PROVINCE OF INTERVIEW
VALUE LABEL ’ f TOP DECILE BOTTOM DECILES
Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
1 Newfoundland 0 0.0% . 0 o•o'
2 Prince Edward Island 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
3 Nova Scotia 2 12 . 5% 9 6*3%
4 New Brunswick 0 0.0% 1 o.7%
• 5 Quebec "3 GO • GO 33 22 .9%
6 Ontario 9 56.3% 61 4 2 .4%
7 Manitoba 0 0.0% 7 4.9%
8 Saskatchewan 0 0.0% 5 3-5%
9 Alberta O ’ 0.0% 3 2.1%
10 British Columbia 2 12 . 5% 25 17.4%
TOTAL - ' -16
i.
t(qo.O%. . 144 100.0%
VAR002 = COMMUNITY SIZE














30.000 - 100,000 ’ 0
10.000 - 30,boo 0
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' TABLE 48 (ContM)
VAR003 — "SEX OF RESPONDENT
VALUE' LABEL ' , TOP 1 
Raw Data


















16 100 . 0% 144 100.055
-
VAR004 = TOTAL NUMBER IN HOUSEHOLD








1 One 2 12 . 5% 7 4.955
2 Two . 3 1 8 . 8 % 19 . 13.255
3 Three 4 2 5 ‘ 0% 29 20.155
4 Four- 1 6.355 27 .18.855
■5 Five 4 J 2 5 - 0% 31 21.5556 Six 1 c 6 . 3 %  ; 19 13 . 2 %7 Seven 0 ^ 1 ,0.055 8 5 - 6 %
8 Eight 1 6 . 3 % 3 ", 2.155
9 Nine 0 0.0% 0 0.052
10 Ten or More 0 0 .05S 1 . 0 . 7 %
11 None 0 - 0.055 0 0 . 0%
TOTAL ' 16 100 . 052 144 . 100.052•s
VAR005 = ARE THERE CHILDREN <  5 AT HOME?
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE
Raw Data Percent
b o t t o m  'De c i l e s
Raw Data Percent
0 No 11
1 Yes 1 










TOTAL - 16 100.052 . 144 100.0s5
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TABLE 48 (Cont >d)
VAR006 =  ARE THERE CHILDREN 5 TO 12 AT HOME?
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE BOTTOM DECILE
Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
0 No 1 43 • $ % i  42 2 9 . 2 %
1 Yes 5 3 1 - 3 % 62 43 • 1#
3 No Children ’ 18 4 2 5 - 0 % 40 ■27 . 8 %
TOTAL* 16 100.0% 144f ' -
100.0#
V I
VAR007 = ARE THERE CHILDREN 13 TO 17"AT-HOME? ,
VALUE LABEL 1 TOP DECILE BOTTOM DECILE •
.Raw Data Percent, Raw Data Percent
io No 3 18.8# 41 ___ 2 8 . 5 %
1 Yes 9 . 56.3# 63 43-8#
3 No Children 18 4 2 5* 0% . 4 V 27-8#
TOTAL 16 1 0 0 . 0 % 144 100.0#
' ■— — »
VAR008 = TOTAL NUMBER .OF CHILDREN ^ 1 8 AT HOME :
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE BOTTOM DpCILE
Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
' 0 None • ' 2 5.0# 40 ' 2 1 . 8 %
1 One ,..6 37«5% 31 2 1 . 5 %
2 Two 2 1 2 . 5% 28 19-455
3 Three ri 2 1 2 . 5 % 23 16.0#
4' Four 1 6 . 3 % 18 1 2 . 5 %
5 Five 1 - 6 . 3 % 3 w 2 • 1%
6 Six P ■o . 0 % 1 ■0.-7%
7 Seven _ 0 J  0 . 0 % 0 0 . 0 %
8 Eight „ 0 0 . 0 % 0 0 . 0 %
9 Nine ,̂ 0 0 . 0 % 0 0 . 0 %
TOTAL ' t • 16 1 0 0 . 0 % 144 100.0#■ \
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TABLE 48 (Cont td)
V VAR009 = MARITAL STATUS.
VALUE -LABEL TOP DECILE " ■ BOTTOM DECILES
- 4 p.Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
1 Single 13 • - 81.35S Go O 5 9 . 7 %
2 Carried. 3 18.8% 51 3 5.455
3 Widowed, Diyorced, 0 0 . 0 % 7 4-955
A  ' Separated
TOTAL 16 1 0 0 . 0 % 144 1 0 0 . 0 %
VAR010 = OCCUPATION OF RESPONDENT
VALUE LABEL TOP DECILE BOTTOM DECILES
*Raw Data Percent Raw Data Percent
1 Professional 1 -6.353 - 9 .6.355
-2 Executive, Manager, 
Owne r
0 0.05? 7 4-955
3 Sales . 1 6.35^ '3 2.155





5 Skilled Labour 0 0 . 0 % 1 2 8.355
6- Unskilled Labour .0 -0.055 , 3 2.155
7. Farmer j 0 0.0^ 0 0 . 0%
8 Homemaker Only 2 1 2 .  S% 26 18.155
9 Retired, Pensioned 0 0 . 0 % 1 0.755
10 Homemaker Working . 
Part Time
0 0 . 0 % 3. 2.155
,11 Homemaker Working //y-.. 2‘ 12 . 5% v 5 3.555
Pull Time •
f>612 - Student 10 62.5^ 45.855
13'
.0
1 Unemployed, Refused 0 0 . 0% 2 1.455
■u--
TOTAL 16 1 0 0 . 0 % 144 100.055
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TABLE 4.8-. (Cont *d)
VAR011 = LEVEL OF SCHOOLING t<.EACHED
VALUE LABEL • .TOP 
Raw Data







0. Refused 0 o•o (3 ■ O.O;;
1 Some Public School 4 ' 2 s - o '25 17.422 Finished Public School 1 . 6 .3;; 6 4.2~
3 Some High School 5 31.3;; 43 2d.9^
' 4 ■ Finished High School 3 18.82- , 17 11.8%
* 5 Some Technological or 
Senior Collegd ,
0 0 . 0 " 8 ' 5.6;;
6 Finished Technological 
or Senior-' College
0 0 . 0 " 10  • 6.9;;
’ < 7 Some University 1 ; 6 .3;; "19 13 . 2 %
* S Graduated University 2 ■ 12.5; 16 11.1"
TOTAL 16 -100.02 144 100.0;;
VAR012 = AGE GROUP OF RESPONDENT
VALUE LABEL- TOP, DECILE BOTTOM DECILES p
\ Raw Data Per-cent Raw Data Percent
w * 1
1 10 .to 11 Years 2 I2 .5;; ._15 10.4;;
, 2 12 to 14 Years 6 17 • S t -20 i3-. 9%
3 15 Years Old . 1 ■ 6 . 3 % 7 4-9^
4 16 to 17:Years ' 0 0 . 0 % 8 ' S . 6%
5 18 to 19 Years 1 - - Q ; 6 . 3 %  
O.o;; .
16 l l s l %
. 6 20 Years Old 0 6 K 1 .9  4 • -1<>
- 7 -21 to 24 Years 2 ' - 12 . 5%l ■16 • • 11.155
‘8' 25 to 2 9 Years r - i  - . , 6 .3;; . 18 12 .52
9' j o to 34 Years - J 1 6.3 - 15 ■ 10-. 4#10' 35 t-6. 3 9 Years- 1 ‘ 6 . 3%,  : . 15 10.42
11 40 to 44 Years . ■ ■ ■ 1 ' 6 . 3 % 5- 3 .52'-
12 . 4.5 to -49 Years , ' ■ 0 0.0% 3 ’ 2 . 1 % .
n TOTAL
(1 16 , ; 106.0;' 144 ; 100.02
L\ .
/-
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' TABLE 4S (Cont* d )
VAR013 - INCOME GROUP*OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD






0 Refused L No Estimate 3 IS.33. - 12 CO • u> V1
1 Les s Than $2 ,999 . 1- '6.33 5 3.53O $3, 000 - $4, 499 0 o . o;r 4 2.83
3 $4, 500 - $ 5 , 999 * 1 6.33 10 6 . 93
4 $6, 000 - $7, 499 1 .6.33 16 11.13
5 $7 ,500 - $8.j999 0 0.03 12 - S . 33
6 $9‘,000 - $10 ,499 3 18.83 ^  25 17-43
7 $10 ,500 - $11,999 • 1 #3.33 8 * 5- 63
8 $12 ,000 -.$13,999 . 1 6.33 16 11.13
9 $14 ,000 or More 5 31.33. • 31 * 4 1 .53
10 Don ’ t Kn ow & No Est. 0 o . o3 . 5 ;" ' V -  3 - 53




■ > \ ' A* ‘
VAR014 •=■ OBSERVED SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL
VALUE LABEL' TOP DEC3\LE BOTTOM DECILES 




































. 9 Upper i0 0.03 5 - . . 3'. 53
:TOTAL’3 3 ' 16 100.03 144 100.03
1 ,S
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